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Abstract 
A Study of the Factors and Conditions Associated with Graduate Enrollment 
Management Practitioners’ Participation in Professional Development. Ariana Balayan, 
2015: Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. Fischler School 
of Education. ERIC Descriptors: Higher Education, Admissions, Enrollment 
Management, Graduate Enrollment Management, Strategic Enrollment Management, 
Student Affairs, Student Services, Professional Development 
 
This investigation was designed to determine the factors and conditions associated with 
graduate enrollment management practitioners’ participation in professional 
development activities (PD). The sample consisted of members of a professional 
association, focused solely on supporting graduate enrollment managers and related 
staff, whose patterns of involvement in various PD events for the previous 5 years were 
classified as low or inconsistent. In an effort to identify member preferences, as well as 
characteristics associated with PD activities, the investigator sought to provide 
information useful to developing future PD programs for the association.  
 
An electronic quantitative instrument, the Professional Development in Graduate 
Enrollment Management (PDGEM) survey, consisted of closed-ended questions related 
to PD grouped under the following headings: Demographic Information, Support for 
and Knowledge of Professional Development Activities, Attitudes and Beliefs About 
Professional Development: Individual and Institutional, Components of Professional 
Development in Graduate Enrollment Management, Professional Development Plans, 
Participation and Involvement in Association Professional Development Activities, 
Other Organizations’ Professional development, and Professional Development Overall. 
It was disseminated to 1,461 members of the Association, with a return rate of 163 
(11%). Descriptive and linear regression analyses were conducted in order to discern (a) 
the frequency of participation in PD and (b) the demographic and other variables 
predictive of participation in PD.  
 
The study’s findings revealed that about one-quarter of the respondents participated 
regularly in association-sponsored PD and that the involvement levels of the remainder 
of the membership were inconsistent. Additionally, on-site activities were favored over 
online, content relevance greatly influenced whether practitioners participated, and 
member interest in conducting academic research was low. Cost was also a primary 
factor in determining participation in professional development. 
 
 vi 
Table of Contents 
Page 
Chapter 1: Introduction .....................................................................................................1 
Statement of the Problem .........................................................................................1 
Setting of the Study ..................................................................................................9 
Investigator’s Role .................................................................................................10 
Purpose of the Study ..............................................................................................10 
Definition of Terms................................................................................................11 
 
Chapter 2: Literature Review ..........................................................................................13 
Introduction ............................................................................................................13 
Theoretical Framework ..........................................................................................15 
Professional Development .....................................................................................18 
Professional Development in Higher Education ....................................................24 
The Student Affairs Profession ..............................................................................27 
Professional Development in Student Affairs ........................................................30 
Enrollment Management ........................................................................................38 
Graduate Enrollment Management ........................................................................45 
The Association .....................................................................................................50 
Limitations in Existing Literature ..........................................................................54 
Summary ................................................................................................................57 
Research Questions ................................................................................................58 
 
Chapter 3: Methodology .................................................................................................59 
Introduction ............................................................................................................59 
Participants .............................................................................................................59 
Instrument ..............................................................................................................62 
Research Design and Procedures ...........................................................................69 
 
Chapter 4: Results ...........................................................................................................76 
Introduction ............................................................................................................76 
Response Rates ......................................................................................................76 
Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents ........................................................79 
Survey Results .......................................................................................................86 
Research Question 1 ..............................................................................................89 
Research Question 2 ..............................................................................................91 
Research Question 3 ..............................................................................................94 
 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion .........................................................................105 
Discussion of Results ...........................................................................................105 
Conclusions ..........................................................................................................122 
Implications of the Findings ................................................................................124 
Recommendations for the Association ................................................................125 
Limitations of the Study.......................................................................................128 
Recommendations for Future Research ...............................................................130 
 vii 
Summary ..............................................................................................................132 
 
References .....................................................................................................................133 
 
Appendices 
A Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey ......144 
B Survey Launch E-Mail ....................................................................................158 
C Results of Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment  
Management Survey .......................................................................................160 
 
Tables 
1 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey:  
Response Rate by Item (N = 163) .....................................................................78 
2 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment  
Management Survey: Cumulative Response Rate by Week (N = 163) ............79 
3 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey:  
Respondents’ Age, Race/Ethnicity, and Gender (N = 163) ...............................80 
4 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: 
Career Profile of Respondents (N = 163) ..........................................................81 
5 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: 
Education Profile of Respondents (N = 163).....................................................83 
6 Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: 
Institutional Profile of Respondents (N = 163) .................................................84 
7 Results of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Selected Demographic 
Categories ..........................................................................................................86 
8 Cronbach’s Alpha Results .................................................................................95 
9 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Age and Participation in  
Association Professional Development (N = 163) ............................................96 
10 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Race and Gender and  
Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) ...................97 
11 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Years in Graduate Enrollment 
Management and Years as a Member of the Association and Participation  
in Association Professional Development (N = 163) ........................................98 
12 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Highest Degree and Field  
of Study of Highest Degree Obtained, and Participation in Association 
Professional Development (N = 163) ................................................................98 
13 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Job Category, Length of  
Current Job, and Staff Supervision and Participation in Association 
Professional Development (N = 163) ................................................................99 
14 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Institution Type and Carnegie 
Classification and Participation in Association Professional Development 
(N = 163) ...........................................................................................................99 
15 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Total Student Enrollment and  
Total Graduate Student Enrollment and Participation in Association 
Professional Development (N = 163) ..............................................................100 
 viii 
16 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for U.S. Geographic Region and 
Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) .................101 
17 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Professional Development in 
Graduate Enrollment Management Section I: Support for and Knowledge  
of Professional Development Opportunities and Participation in  
Association Professional Development (N = 163) ..........................................101 
18  Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Professional Development in 
Graduate Enrollment Management Section II: Attitudes and Beliefs About 
Professional Development: Individual and Institutional and Participation  
in Association Professional Development (N = 163) ......................................102 
19 Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Supervisor Recommending 
Professional Development and Participation in Association Professional 
Development (N = 163) ...................................................................................103 
 
Figures 
1 Association Conference Attendance Percentages, 2004-2012 ............................2 
2 Association Professional Development Institute Attendance, 2007-2013 ..........3 
3 American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers 
Conference Attendance Totals, 2009-2012 .........................................................5 
4 Strategic Enrollment Management Planning Framework .................................41 
 
 
1 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
The present-day higher education landscape is experiencing a number of 
challenges as the federal and state governments, stakeholders, and the general public 
raise questions about quality, mission, access, affordability, leadership, funding, 
curriculum, learning outcomes, legal issues, and accountability (Selingo, 2013; Supiano, 
2012). The range, pace, and intensity of these challenges cannot be underestimated, and 
for administrators the need to remain current and effective in their specialization areas, 
knowledgeable about the institutions at which they work, and aware of the forces 
shaping postsecondary education has never been more paramount. Specifically, there is 
a contemporary imperative for all higher education student affairs professionals to 
engage in ongoing and regular professional development (PD) in order to master the 
complexities and nuances of managing and leading the nation’s 5,400-plus colleges and 
universities (Komives & Carpenter, 2009). PD activities, such as conferences, webinars, 
and workshops, are essential to promoting effective professional practice and personal 
growth, maximizing institutional performance, and fulfilling the academic mission. 
Within the sector of student affairs, where expertise in 40-plus functional areas 
is becoming increasingly important and critical to institutional success (Council for the 
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 2013), PD has become 
indispensable among those who serve in graduate enrollment management (GEM). 
GEM is an area of specialization that encompasses areas such as graduate student 
admissions and retention. It emerged from the undergraduate enrollment management 
(EM) movement of the 1970s, but has been overshadowed by the emphasis placed on 
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student success during the traditional undergraduate experience (Williams, 2008). Thus, 
in many ways, GEM is a fledgling profession that is still evolving and seeking 
credibility as a bona fide specialization (Williams, 2008). 
As with most functional areas in student affairs, the field of GEM has its own 
national organization, which, among other things, sponsors a broad array of PD 
activities. Referred to as the “Association” for the purposes of this study, as of 2013 it 
consisted of 1,461 members and was the only entity catering exclusively to GEM 
practitioners. Over the years the Association has offered a number of conferences, 
institutes, workshops, webinars, and publications that fall under the PD umbrella. 
However, as shown in Figure 1, active involvement in Association-sponsored PD has 
been relatively low. For instance, between 2004 and 2012, attendance at the annual 
conference never rose above 47%, and beginning in 2005 attendance levels declined 
steadily from that high to a low of 23% in 2010. Attendance rose to 26% and 32% in 
2011 and 2012, respectively, but the reasons for this are unclear. 
 
Figure 1. Association conference attendance percentages, 2004-2012. 
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The Association also provides specialized PD institutes throughout the year. 
Although these are meant to be smaller, more intimate gatherings, attendance fluctuated 
significantly from 2007 to 2013 (see Figure 2). Attendance at the winter institute, 
designed for veteran GEM professionals, ranged from 26 to 53 attendees from 2007 to 
2013. Attendees of the special-interest institute, held before the annual conference, 
ranged from 54 to 130 in 2013, and the summer institute for new GEM administrators 
had 72 to 89 attendees from 2007 to 2013.  
 
Figure 2. Association professional development institute attendance, 2007-2013. PCI = Preconference 
Institute. 
For the Association’s online PD activities, a more striking contrast can be seen 
between the number of members in the organization and the number who attended 
webinars in the past 2 years. The Association and some of its regional chapters offered 
10 webinars between August 2012 and October 2013, with attendance ranging from 23 
to 186 (1.6%-12.7%) members out of 1,461 total. The largest number of attendees was 
represented at two webinars, one on social media and the other on marketing strategy. 
However, attendance was low at 126 members, or 8.6% of the membership, for those 
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two webinars. The average number of attendees at a webinar was 64. 
A comparison of the Association conference attendance data with the PD 
activities of the larger national student affairs organizations suggests that although the 
organizations may have higher levels of participation at their annual conferences, only 
about half the memberships are represented. For example, the National Association of 
Student Personnel Administrators’ (NASPA) annual conference had about 50% 
attendance in 2008 (NASPA, 2008), and the American College Personnel Association 
(ACPA) had attendance levels of 44% in 2010, 48% in 2011, and 47% in 2012 (ACPA, 
2011). Furthermore, as shown in Figure 3, the American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO), an organization focusing primarily on 
undergraduate rather than graduate administrators, had 720 members attend last year’s 
annual strategic enrollment management (SEM) conference (AACRAO, 2013a). In 
addition, AACRAO member participation in the annual conference far exceeds the 
totals for the technology and SEM conferences from 2009 to 2012, despite the relatively 
steady annual conference attendance and growth in SEM conference attendance. Figure 
3 shows attendance figures for AACRAO’s annual, SEM, and technology conferences 
from 2009 to 2012. 
Overall, the evidence suggests that participation in Association-sponsored PD is 
low; conference attendance has averaged 33% between 2004 and 2012. This percentage 
is relatively consistent with the rate for AACRAO event attendance (AACRAO, 2013a). 
However, for the umbrella student affairs organizations such as NASPA and ACPA, the 
percentages of attendance at their annual conferences are typically higher. This suggests 
that perhaps Association members are seeking PD through these or other organizations 
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instead of through their own. This may also reflect a tendency to participate in larger 
organizations with more diverse offerings as opposed to smaller associations, such as 
the Association, that offer a more specialized range of PD opportunities. 
 
Figure 3. American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers Conference 
Attendance Totals, 2009-2012. Raw data from Attendance Last Five Years, by American Association of 
Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers [Internal spreadsheet], 2013, Washington, DC: Author. 
On a macro level, awareness about PD among GEM practitioners may be 
minimal given the lack of scholarly research and very few journal articles or books on 
the topic (B. Bontrager, personal communication, July 10, 2013). For instance, the 
Association’s standards outline the best practices for graduate and professional school 
admissions programs, but they do not include guidelines related to PD, organization and 
leadership staffing, legal considerations, technology infrastructure, or assessment and 
evaluation. Furthermore, CAS does not include GEM as a functional area, an omission 
that may contribute to the limited range of current GEM-specific standards and 
guidelines for effective professional practice (CAS, 2013). 
Other professional organizations, such as the Association for Orientation, 
Transition, and Retention in Higher Education (NODA), also focus primarily on the 
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undergraduate level and typically address graduate education indirectly in their strategic 
plans, programs, and Internet resources (NODA, 2011). In addition, professional 
publications, such as An Essential Guide to Graduate Admissions (Diminnie, 2012), 
developed in part by the Association, concentrate primarily on best practices for 
recruitment and other job-related duties instead of PD, and the Association itself has 
little data on its members’ PD needs. Overall, the apparent inconsistent participation of 
GEM practitioners in PD activities offered by the Association warrants further 
investigation into the reasons for low engagement and the factors that influence 
practitioners’ likelihood of participating in PD. 
The topic. PD in higher education is essential to best practices in the current 
context; however, a review of the literature indicated that the focus of PD in higher 
education appears to be on faculty over administrators (Blanton & Stylianou, 2009; 
Hahn & Lester, 2012). Despite this leaning, the leading professional organizations offer 
a wide variety of PD activities to support the work of administrators in student affairs, 
academic affairs, and other areas pertinent to the functions of a university. These PD 
activities typically include conferences, workshops and networking events, webinars, 
publications, social media participation, and mentorship programs. 
Despite the emphasis in some student affairs organizations’ missions, standards, 
and guidelines (ACPA, 2013; NASPA, 2013), the level of participation in PD among 
GEM practitioners appears to be inconsistent. In addition, there is a paucity of literature 
addressing PD for GEM specifically (B. Bontrager, personal communication, July 10, 
2013). All told, further investigation into the problem of inconsistent participation of 
GEM practitioners in PD is warranted in order to determine the characteristics of those 
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who do and do not participate. 
The research problem. The national GEM organization and its regional 
chapters offer a broad array of voluntary PD initiatives. According to the Association’s 
website as of 2013, these include an annual conference, institutes for new and veteran 
staff members, webinars, workshops, publications, research grants, networking events, 
social media outreach, and a mentorship program. However, the attendance data for the 
Association’s annual conference and other PD offerings coupled with that from its New 
England chapter—one of the largest Association chapters—show inconsistent levels of 
participation in PD by its membership. For example, only 45% of the Association’s 
New England chapter membership attended the 2012 conference, an 18% decline from 
the chapter’s inaugural conference in 2011. In addition, only 9% of this chapter 
participated in an on-site workshop in conjunction with a recruitment fair in a major 
city. In 2012, no more than 29%, or 50, of the Northeast chapter’s 175 members 
attended a webinar; July’s session attendance was 21%, and September’s was 13%. 
These data provide strong evidence for the research problem of low participation in the 
Association’s PD activities and, through extrapolation, also suggest a lack of 
understanding about the factors that influence members’ involvement in PD. 
According to one GEM director, administrators are sometimes unable to devote 
time, money, or human resources to PD (L. Proctor, personal communication, April 22, 
2013). In addition, GEM administrators have noted inequitable support across 
institutions in the allocation of funds to PD (J. DiPretoro, personal communication, 
April 12, 2013). Budgets do not always allow staff to attend PD events; instead, the 
funds may be used for recruitment travel to attract a larger applicant pool (J. DiPretoro, 
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personal communication, April 12, 2013). 
Background and justification. PD in GEM may facilitate staff acquisition and 
development of skills in areas related to organizational leadership and communication 
for effective practice (Stafford, 2012). Because GEM practitioners must develop 
policies in topics such as recruitment practices, admissions procedures, uses of 
standardized tests, and financial aid options, they must be trained and well-educated in 
these and other areas (Diminnie, 2012). This is particularly important in relation to their 
work as the first point of contact for prospective graduate students and to their roles as 
advisors and facilitators of student success through graduation (Diminnie, 2012). PD 
offerings, such as how to develop orientations so that students feel connected to the 
program and institution, may lead to increased student retention. However, there are 
gaps in the existing literature on how PD can be most valuable to GEM practitioners, 
and more research is needed to better understand the reasons someone may or may not 
participate in PD activities (B. Bontrager, personal communication, July 10, 2013). 
Viewed together, the apparent inconsistent participation in PD across GEM staff 
levels and the limited research on this topic itself may, among other things, lead to a 
lack of awareness about the value of PD. This could also discourage interest in 
attending or facilitating sessions, and may contribute to a perceived lack of relevancy or 
negative attitudes toward PD (Ness, George, Turner, & Bolgatz, 2010). As an area in 
need of further investigation, this study examined the utility of PD sessions in 
generating knowledge that is applicable to the everyday work of GEM practitioners. 
Engagement in PD activities that are beyond the scope of Association-sponsored 
programs, such as participation in other organizations’ conferences or webinars, as well 
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as general attitudes toward PD were also investigated. 
Deficiencies in the evidence. A plethora of literature exists on the importance 
of PD in student affairs (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). Some studies (Fishbeck, 2006; 
Stafford, 2012) provided information on PD for student affairs but revealed a lack of 
research on PD for GEM practitioners specifically. Furthermore, studies such as those 
conducted by Fishbeck and by Roberts (2005) typically focused on the larger population 
of student affairs staff and have not given full consideration to GEM practitioners. 
Following a thorough search of major scholarly databases such as ProQuest, the 
investigator was unable to find any studies on the role of PD in the GEM functional 
area. 
Audience. This study will benefit GEM administrators as they use concepts 
from PD in their everyday work. It can also assist the Association’s leaders as they 
transition from a sole focus on graduate admissions to the broader GEM perspective. In 
addition, the findings illuminate the gap in research on GEM and relevant PD for this 
population and provide the Association with the tools to plan the most effective PD for 
its membership. Finally, other audiences external to the GEM profession, such as 
student affairs practitioners, higher education administrators, state agencies, and 
governing boards, may find the results useful in terms of accountability measures, 
importance of GEM and PD, and general knowledge. 
Setting of the Study 
The setting of the study was the Association, the only organization that caters 
solely to GEM practitioners. Participants in the study were the 1,461 members of the 
organization who were GEM professionals at public, private, and for-profit higher 
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education institutions in the United States and abroad as of 2013. The investigator sent 
an electronic survey to the membership in order to maximize the possibility of securing 
responses that are representative in terms of geographic location, age, background, and 
career level, among other demographics. 
Investigator’s Role 
At the time of this writing, the investigator served as a GEM professional and 
president of the Association’s New England chapter, having been elected to the position 
during the data-collection phase of this study. Previously, she was chair of the chapter’s 
Professional Development Committee for 1.5 years, then served as vice president for a 
year. The investigator is also an Association member and a member of the Association 
Research Committee. This study represented a collaboration with the Research 
Committee to administer a survey designed to collect data on the membership’s 
participation in a range of PD activities. All PD offerings from the Association and its 
chapters were examined, including national and regional conferences, webinars, online 
chats and forums, publications and websites, and PD offerings from other related 
professional organizations. 
Purpose of the Study 
The investigator examined the PD patterns among members of a national GEM 
organization. The investigator (a) measured the extent to which GEM administrators 
participated in Association and non-Association PD and (b) determined whether 
specific factors, such as personal and career background and characteristics, influenced 
participation in PD activities. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the 
specific factors and conditions associated with participation in PD by GEM 
practitioners who are Association members. 
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Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this dissertation, several terms are defined below. 
Graduate-level education is enrollment in a full- or part-time program in a 
specialized area of study following the conferral of a bachelor’s degree (Helland, 2002). 
Included are the pursuit of a master’s or doctoral degree or a certificate.  
PD is the process by which practitioners participate in activities to increase their 
knowledge of best practices that they can then apply to their everyday work (Carpenter 
& Stimpson, 2007). These activities give practitioners an opportunity to network with 
colleagues and share information. PD offered by the Association includes on-site events 
such as conferences, workshops, and institutes for new and veteran staff; networking 
events; news magazines and e-newsletters; research grants; mentorship programs, and 
online offerings such as webinars, websites, and engagement in social media. PD 
offered by the Association connects members to each other for the purpose of sharing 
best practices. It also provides practitioners opportunities to grow individually and to 
use concepts from programs and sessions in their everyday work. 
Professional education refers to the pursuit of a graduate degree in a practical 
discipline such as law, pharmacy, or medicine (Helland, 2002). 
GEM is a specialized professional field that employs strategic approaches in 
promoting graduate student enrollment and success. GEM practitioners have 
responsibilities that include but are not limited to recruitment, marketing, financial aid, 
advising, and retention. EM—which refers to the integrated effort encompassing all 
components of student services from application to graduation (Henderson, 2012a)—
has been prevalent since the 1970s, yet the focus has been on undergraduate rather than 
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graduate education. In short, GEM seeks to provide EM that promotes student success 
on the graduate level (Williams, 2008). 
13 
 
Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
In the contemporary higher education landscape, dramatic changes and 
innovations have been unfolding for several years that have influenced how colleges 
and universities respond to or manage change in a number of areas; among them are 
student population demographics, online education and delivery models, access and 
affordability, and the professoriate (Selingo, 2013). For instance, the diversity of ages, 
races, and other demographic identifiers, including an increase in nontraditional adult 
students, is more prominent than ever (Goldrick-Rab & Cook, 2011). The rise of online 
education, specifically the emergence of learning-management systems and course-
management systems, has changed how students learn and access higher education 
(Best, 2013). Tuition and other associated costs have also continued to soar, a sobering 
reality that has led to increasingly heated debates and questions about return on 
investment and whether a college education leads to a successful career or not (Carlson, 
2013). In addition, since the 1980s the number of tenured faculty has declined steadily 
nationwide as more and more part-time and adjunct instructors have been hired by 
institutions to fulfill classroom teaching responsibilities. From the standpoint of 
curriculum development, student engagement, employee performance, and shared 
governance, these paradigm shifts have, among other things, emerged as potential and 
real threats to campus learning environments, faculty autonomy and effectiveness, 
institutional loyalty, and strategic leadership (Monks, 2009; Deresiewicz, 2011; Kezar 
& Maxey, 2013). 
Although the early 21st century is a new and exciting era for higher education, 
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many of the nation’s 5,400-plus colleges and universities remain challenged by the need 
to be on the cutting edge of a future that seems beyond their current capabilities, 
structures, and systems. For these institutions, questions abound about how to lead and 
manage during times of rapid change, increased competition, and diminishing 
resources. However, for those who embrace change and seek to create their own 
destinies, one beacon of hope may lie in a time-honored strategy for improving and 
shaping institution- and job-related knowledge, skills, and attitudes: the PD of 
administrators, faculty, and staff (Komives & Carpenter, 2009). This approach was 
shown to be effective in not only improving overall employee performance (Zepeda, 
2012) but also enhancing faculty productivity and teaching effectiveness (Meyer, 2012; 
Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006), facilitating student learning (Roberts & Sampson, 2011), 
and fostering career success (Helland, 2002). This is especially true in the shift toward 
the online learning environment, because PD becomes a tool to help professors create 
the best experience for their students (Meyer, 2012). Furthermore, PD has the potential 
to raise awareness of current issues, encourage collegiality through shared learning 
experiences, and promote a common esprit de corps across an educational community—
“takeaways” that provide additional benefits in terms of strengthening school spirit and 
a sense of belonging (Komives & Carpenter, 2009; Zepeda, 2012). 
Of particular importance and relevance to the attainment of organizational 
success are the many departments, functions, and services that carry out their work in a 
manner consistent with the mission and stated goals of the institution, of which EM has 
become particularly vital in recent years (Henderson, 2012a). As a specialized 
functional area of student affairs, EM is an umbrella entity that encompasses 
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undergraduate and graduate student recruitment and admissions, student retention and 
success programs, marketing, academic advising and support, and institutional research 
and strategic planning (Bontrager & Green, 2012; Henderson, 2012c). It is here that 
many of the components critical to effective institutional operations are found, and for 
those who work in this key functional area, there is a clear and convincing rationale for 
providing ongoing PD that inculcates the “tools of the trade” and helps fulfill the 
higher-order mission, purpose, and goals of the EM profession. 
Theoretical Framework 
This study examined the research problem of inconsistent participation in PD 
activities among GEM practitioners and is grounded in expectancy-value theory. 
Fishbein (1961) first developed the theory, and it was furthered by Fishbein and Ajzen 
(1975). Fishbein and Ajzen asserted that attitudes toward the anticipated outcome of a 
given task determine how an individual perceives the value of that task. Attitude is a 
consistently positive or negative response to a societal construct, such as a political 
view (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Expectancy-value theory also posits that beliefs are the 
origin of attitudes toward a task. Therefore, beliefs about and attitudes (value) toward a 
task and perceived ability to succeed (expectancy) greatly influence an individual’s 
motivation to follow through on that task (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). 
Expectancy-value theory has been applied to social-psychological research on 
achievement motivation in the workplace (Wigfield & Cambria, 2010). Achievement 
motivation has been directly related to extrinsic motivating factors, such as a salary 
increase. The theory posits that employees may be more likely to value their work and 
to perform at a higher level when they are promised or actually do receive a raise. Thus, 
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their attitudes toward PD, such as a workshop, may be influenced by the perceived 
rewards related to attending and actively participating in the event. This notion also 
aligns with Eccles’s (1983) theory of expectancy value as a measure of children’s 
achievement motivation in educational settings. For example, if students believe they 
will perform well on a test, they are more likely to pay attention in class and study the 
material (Eccles, 1983). Achievement motivation in the workplace and in school, 
therefore, influences both attitudes toward tasks and the level of determination in 
completing them. 
When examining expectancy-value theory in the workplace, one should also 
look at adult learning theory. Malcolm Knowles, considered the father of adult learning 
theory or “andragogy,” pioneered the idea that adults have specific learning needs that 
require different methods from those for teaching children, or “pedagogy” (Knowles, 
Holton, & Swanson, 2011). Knowles et al. (2011) identified concepts that are comprised 
in andragogy: “the learner’s need to know, self-concept of the learner, prior experience 
of the learner, readiness to learn, orientation to learn, and motivation to learn” (p. 3). 
The learner’s need to know applies to whether the information presented to the adult is 
useful for his or her enrichment. Self-concept refers to how the learner perceives his or 
her ability to learn, which is driven by prior educational experiences and social 
background. Readiness, orientation, and motivation describe the extent to which the 
adult learner is open to and prepared for finding meaning in the concepts and content in 
order to integrate and assimilate the overall material. In this model, adult learners are 
empowered to be autonomous, which motivates them to take an active role in their 
education. 
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Knowles et al.’s (2011) concept of whether material is relevant to the adult 
learner is aligned with expectancy-value theory and this study, because adults must 
perceive the content as meaningful to their lives in order to find value in the PD 
offering. For instance, adult learners seek out information that they believe they can use 
in their job and in everyday life (Gregson & Sturko, 2007). The identity of the learner, 
therefore, shapes how he or she will experience the material. For example, a director of 
admissions who wants to increase staff morale might attend a PD event if there are 
sessions on this topic. Gregson and Sturko (2007) also observed that adults are 
motivated by both extrinsic and intrinsic factors, and that the latter is more influential. 
Specifically, although PD may lead to extrinsic rewards, such as a raise, adult learners 
are usually driven more by the opportunity to grow as practitioners and to improve the 
function of their office. 
In addition to expectancy-value and adult learning theories, the social-
psychological concepts of motivation and attitude can help explain why GEM 
practitioners participate in PD activities, or why they may or may not be inclined to do 
so. The actions of GEM staff toward PD may be driven by their motivation and attitudes 
about the PD activities. Extrinsic factors such as pay, benefits, perks, promotions, and 
recognitions may help motivate an employee to perform at a higher level (Pink, 2009). 
For instance, Schweitzer and Krassa (2010) found that nurses participate in PD 
activities in order to improve their prospects for promotion or compensation increases. 
Intrinsic factors, such as the drive to do a good job regardless of rewards, are also 
equally important in influencing an employee’s motivation level (Pink, 2009). 
Other studies showed that attitudes toward a task or organization can influence a 
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GEM practitioner’s motivation to participate in PD. Loersch, Kopp, and Petty (2007) 
defined attitudes as “general evaluations of objects, ideas, and people one encounters 
throughout one’s life” (p. 61). This is related to expectancy-value theory, because one’s 
attitude and evaluation of a task may influence one’s willingness to participate or not. A 
GEM practitioner’s attitude toward the PD offering may depend on how he or she 
evaluates the event (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). A positive attitude toward the 
organization may make a member more likely to participate in PD activities; members 
who have a negative attitude, on the other hand, might not engage in PD. The amount of 
perceived and actual value that a practitioner assigns to a specific PD activity, such as a 
webinar, may also influence overall level of participation. 
Attitudes may affect organization members’ level of motivation and 
commitment to the organization, which can influence other members’ behavior 
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Some members may be influenced by others’ lack of 
motivation or negative attitude, especially if they work in the same office. If some 
members do not show commitment or follow through on assigned tasks, other members 
may not, either. Members may not believe the organization’s PD offerings are relevant 
to their work, which can contribute to low expectations of the value of that activity. 
Again, this perspective is grounded in expectancy-value theory, or the idea that the 
more positive the result of PD, the more likely an individual is to engage in it. 
Professional Development 
The concept. According to Zepeda (2012), PD is a continual, intentional 
process and a shared experience for participants. It provides a learning opportunity for 
employees that may contribute to their everyday work. PD is often used in the 
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educational setting, in everything from how school board members may influence the 
success of students (Roberts & Sampson, 2011) to how teachers can increase the 
number of minority students pursuing geoscience career paths (Sherman-Morris, 
Rodgers, McNeal, Brown, & Dyer, 2012). Zepeda identified PD in the education field 
as integral to improving employee performance and overall school success. Wichadee 
(2011) described it as a method of enhancing teacher quality to positively influence 
students. PD can also increase employees’ understanding of their field and provide them 
new skills to grow in their job. 
For PD to yield the most positive results, organizations need to create optimal 
environments. Zepeda (2012) discussed key components of an ideal PD culture. These 
include factors such as small groups, collaborative structures, a high level of respect for 
all participants, and active conversation among participants. Zepeda also indicated that 
PD participants must commit to the work, which may be more likely if clear 
expectations are set before the activity and if the sessions hold value for their work. 
This may include facilitators providing goals for the PD activity and ensuring that both 
leaders and participants are supportive of each other. Joyce and Calhoun (2010) 
commented that support must also be provided after the activity to ensure that concepts 
are implemented in the practitioners’ work. Joyce and Calhoun also noted approaches to 
PD that can be used in the designing of effective programs. These include establishing 
learning communities, coaching others, tailoring offerings to meet individuals’ needs, 
providing more school-based classes, and holding daylong workshops for staff 
development. 
Another key aspect to creating effective PD in education is catering to the adult 
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learner. Zepeda (2012) posited that PD for teachers and administrators must be self-
directed and experiential, which echoes Knowles et al.’s (2011) concepts of andragogy. 
Early-career professionals may have a stronger desire to learn through PD than 
seasoned professionals (Zepeda, 2012). Therefore, those who create PD for a broad 
range of professionals must consider all learning styles and levels of commitment. 
Zepeda also discussed how adults typically learn best in a group setting, that is, through 
interactive sessions that provide salient takeaways for their job. If PD offerings are 
engaging and applicable to their work, teachers and administrators will feel more 
connected and be more likely to participate. 
PD can provide many benefits to participants. It can improve practitioners’ job 
skills, which can then be applied to their work (Powell-Moman & Brown-Schild, 2011). 
Teachers can also use PD to network with colleagues and gain insights into how 
students learn (Heckard, 2008). Not only does teacher performance improve, but student 
learning improves; and positive effects also extend to the school, a potential indirect 
benefit of teacher participation in PD (Powell-Moman & Brown-Schild, 2011). In 
addition to benefits, challenges—such as inability to leave the workplace, competing 
family commitments, and inconvenient times or modes of delivery—are also present. 
For instance, practitioners may have to contend with high attendance costs, the logistics 
of travel, negative attitudes toward PD (Torff & Sessions, 2009), insufficient offerings 
(Dennis & O’Hair, 2010), and lack of time to devote to PD (Smith, 2009). Perhaps if 
PD activities were consistently relevant to practitioners’ work and offered at appropriate 
dates and times, individuals would be more likely to value it. 
Types of PD. PD in education can take many different forms, including on- and 
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off-site seminars, workshops, and conferences as well as online or distance delivery 
through webinars and videoconferences. PD for early childhood teachers, for instance, 
may include conferences and trainings and smaller workshops on specialized topics that 
can last up to 3 days (Dunst & Raab, 2010). Peters (2011) identified independent and 
group research relevant to one’s field and workplace as additional types of PD. 
Networking—either at work or through a professional organization—and conversing 
with colleagues on such topics as best practices and future endeavors during scheduled 
PD sessions are also important. Teachers reported benefiting from networking as PD, 
because they may feel more connected to peers while gaining insights into best 
practices and effective approaches to instruction. Becoming a member of a professional 
organization in one’s field and holding a leadership role within the organization can 
also contribute to one’s PD (Peters, 2011). 
Practitioners may read scholarly, organizational, or other publications, such as 
newsletters, books, and journal articles. They may also review website documents, 
blogs, and other similar sources as additional means for learning and developing 
professionally (Young & Harvey, 2010). Another way to engage with colleagues and 
learn from each other is through mentoring. McCann (2013) discussed how effective 
mentoring can lead to new collaborations and connections among professionals, 
especially teachers who feel isolated in their classrooms. Mentoring can also help new 
professionals learn from those who are more experienced, provided that the mentor is 
well trained and a good mentor-mentee match is established (McCann, 2013). On the 
whole, mentoring can be a positive learning and personal growth process, not only for 
the mentee but also for the mentor, who finds opportunities to hone his or her leadership 
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and communication skills (McCann, 2013). 
Pursuing a formal graduate degree program can be considered a form of PD, too, 
because such endeavors give practitioners opportunities for specialized learning that 
improve their job performance and prospects for career advancement (Helland, 2002). 
For example, in a study on science professors’ need for on-site PD at their place of 
employment, the establishment of a graduate program at their higher education 
institution provided sufficient new learning opportunities that led to improvements in 
content delivery and student performance (Huntoon & Baltensperger, 2012). 
In addition to graduate school, experienced teachers or administrators may also 
engage in consulting work as a way to give back to their profession and assist others 
with their own PD. Consulting on writing for national organizations by English teachers 
not only allowed teachers to reach a new network of professionals but assisted in their 
own growth as professionals (Brockman & Fink, 2013). 
Teachers and administrators who participate in PD through web-based learning 
systems have found such pursuits to be useful in a technology-driven culture (Yoder & 
Terhorst, 2012). This is especially true for new professionals and for those who will 
graduate from college and enter the workforce in the near future: As practitioners, they 
will regularly access websites relevant to their field to determine PD opportunities and 
ways of connecting with colleagues (Young & Harvey, 2010). Marcoux (2013) 
discussed how incorporating technology in PD has increased in recent years because of 
the flexibility and convenience it allows. Technology now provides spaces for 
continuous collaboration and networking with fellow professionals at a distance, and 
saves money and planning time associated with traveling to conferences. 
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The growing use of technology can give professionals access to experts in a 
field through webinars, virtual presentations, and other online PD without their having 
to attend a conference (Buxton, Burns, & De Muth, 2012; Marcoux, 2013). Webinars 
can also benefit a larger, national audience. Web 2.0 resources, such as blogs, wikis, 
photo and video sharing, and other virtual spaces, can be used to share information 
through PD (Branch-Mueller & deGroot, 2011). These offerings align with the notion 
that integrating PD in technology is useful for new and veteran practitioners’ work 
(Yoder & Terhorst, 2012). Social media is another important tool, as people now use 
Twitter and Facebook to receive news updates from professional organizations and to 
network with colleagues (Spellos, 2013). Additionally, some practitioners may prefer to 
participate in PD through social media because it is less formal than on-site conferences 
and other offerings (Branch-Mueller & deGroot, 2011). Other ways of connecting to 
colleagues and sharing best practices include social media, live chats, blogs, and 
discussion boards (Terantino, 2012). 
Evaluating PD. Those who plan and facilitate PD opportunities must also assess 
and evaluate the effectiveness of the programming (Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009). 
However, a review of more than 1,000 studies on the relationship between PD and 
student learning from kindergarten through Grade 12 (K-12) revealed that fewer than 10 
of the 1,000 studies met the U.S. government’s established standards for effective 
educational practice, and those that did centered largely on the younger student 
population (Guskey & Suk Yoon, 2009). In response, Guskey (2012) provided 
guidelines for evaluating the learning that may occur through PD; these include 
beginning the evaluation by setting goals for professional learning and then detailing the 
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indicators for achieving each outcome. Involving participants in setting goals and 
relating the programming to other, similar endeavors to establish validity in the 
outcomes were also critical components in this framework. Overall, these concepts may 
promote increased effectiveness of PD, because starting with the intended results can 
foster greater accountability. Guskey’s ideas on evaluating PD, although written for the 
K-12 setting, can also apply to college and university professors and administrators. 
Before PD programs can be implemented and evaluated, standards for effective 
practice need to be established and observed. Standards may have a positive impact on 
teachers and administrators as well as students (Zepeda, 2012). Requirements for a PD 
activity include the creation of learning communities, promotion of effective 
facilitators, technology to support efforts, content based on how adults learn, and an 
emphasis on results (Learning Forward, 2011). This is only possible if participants are 
open to actively learning and collaborating with others who may be of varying 
experience levels through PD (Learning Forward, 2011). Once the standards are 
established and enacted, the PD activity can be evaluated.  
Professional Development in Higher Education 
In a changing higher education environment, where there is escalating 
competition, evolving technology-based educational delivery models, growing calls for 
more accountability, and increasing public skepticism about the value of a college 
degree, faculty and administrators must strive to remain effective as professionals 
(Selingo, 2013). Much is at stake in contemporary higher education, and the place and 
function of PD are now at a critical crossroads where improvements in teaching and 
administrative practices and changes in curriculum design may determine the destiny of 
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current and future generations of college students. 
A significant amount of research on PD exists, and a search of the scholarly 
literature published in the last 5 years from ProQuest Education Journals and other 
major sources indicated that the focus is centered largely on faculty members rather 
than administrators. Efforts such as orientation programs for new teachers, mentoring, 
and formal programming are the most common vehicles for facilitating PD experiences, 
and instructional design and assessment of faculty performance connected to student 
learning are the content areas offered most frequently (Hahn & Lester, 2012). 
Collaborative sessions for faculty are also important (Haviland, Shin, & Turley, 2010), 
and frequent teacher PD offerings based on relevant topics may lead to use of concepts 
in everyday work. In addition, if faculty members believe the content is applicable to 
their work, they may be more motivated to attend sessions and use the knowledge 
gained in their teaching and research (Haviland et al., 2010). 
Faculty identity and roles have shifted (Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006) as 
technology, economic conditions, and the changing nature of higher education itself 
have affected such areas as faculty productivity and career vitality. Faculty productivity 
has been a key issue since the 1980s, when increasing pressures to conduct research and 
maintain large teaching loads emerged as a central topic in such areas as career 
development, institutional performance, accountability, collective bargaining, and 
student learning outcomes (Bowen & Schuster, 1986; Clark & Lewis, 1985; Meyer, 
2012; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). This is the case for teachers in traditional 
classrooms, adjunct professors, and online educators; and in the current technology-
driven environment, PD needs have grown to include the use of online course platforms 
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and asynchronous class sessions. Thus, although technology has increased the range of 
learning tools and reduced costs for institutions, faculty productivity is still challenged 
because many members of the professoriate must now adjust their teaching styles and 
preferences to accommodate the online environment (Meyer, 2012). 
In addition to faculty productivity, the vitality of professors is another key factor 
in institutional performance and success. Vitality refers to the ability to be effective in 
both teaching and research for the duration of one’s career. Quality and quantity of 
research are favored over the churning out of numerous articles and books that fail to 
contribute substantively to the literature in one’s discipline (Gilstrap, Harvey, 
Novicevic, & Buckley, 2011). As this (quantity over quality) also represents a serious 
concern, once again PD can extend the vitality and longevity of mid- and later-career 
professors by tailoring training and other educational programs to meet their 
professional and personal goals and needs (Berberet, 2008). Initiatives such as 
Harvard’s Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (2008), a research-
based think-tank that promotes faculty effectiveness through building “a culture of 
success and maintain[ing] a vibrant faculty, for the benefit of everyone with whom 
faculty share their campuses” (para. 1), may help with this endeavor. 
PD is not always provided for some groups, including the growing number of 
adjunct professors, many of whom assume primary responsibility for teaching (Baldwin 
& Wawrzynski, 2011). Issues such as the disparity in equality and academic freedom 
between adjuncts and full-time professors are also present, and the overall effect of 
these issues has created new sets of questions related to the quality of campus 
educational environments and the impact on student learning outcomes (New Faculty 
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Majority, 2013). Although such challenges may diminish institutional performance and 
faculty loyalty (Kezar, Maxey, & Badke, 2012), there are early signs that advocacy and 
other efforts aimed at providing support for adjuncts through PD can create a new kind 
of vitality for the future. More specifically, with careful planning PD could provide 
adjunct professors with the same high-quality training that tenured professors have 
received in the past. It can also help build adjuncts’ sense of belonging and collegiality 
as members of the institutional community—key factors likely to promote effective 
educational practices and overall student success. 
Finally, whereas professional associations such as the American Educational 
Research Association (2012) and the National Academic Advising Association (2013) 
list a wide range of faculty PD opportunities on their websites, the literature and 
counterpart PD experiences for higher education administrators are generally lacking 
(Blanton & Stylianou, 2009; Hahn & Lester, 2012). Among GEM practitioners in 
particular, the investigator found that PD for this subpopulation of the student affairs 
profession is not well understood. 
The Student Affairs Profession 
Student affairs departments are central to the missions of higher education 
institutions because they support students outside of the classroom through “programs, 
experiences, and services that cultivate student learning and success” (NASPA, 2013a, 
para. 1). Student affairs encompasses a wide range of nonacademic functional areas 
such as admissions, residential life, student activities, and career services (NASPA, 
2013b). 
Theories and paradigms that guide the student affairs profession can be 
28 
 
organized into (a) those that relate to student development and (b) those that describe 
organizational structures and functions (Sandeen & Barr, 2006). The former include 
psychosocial theories, cognitive-structural models, typology models, and person-
environment theories, whereas the latter consist of organizational frameworks such as 
the rational, political, and collegial models, which provide insight into the 
administrative systems and dynamics of colleges and universities (Kuh, 2011). Adult 
learning theory is also important to understanding students and creating effective PD 
programming for student affairs administrators (Knowles et al., 2011). 
The ACPA’s Journal of College Student Development and NASPA’s Journal of 
Student Affairs Research and Practice provide each organization’s respective members 
with a variety of research-based and special-topic articles relevant to student affairs 
practice. The subjects covered in these journals range from factors influencing student 
development and success to effective administrative practice to creating educationally 
purposeful campus environments (Krumrei-Mancuso, Newton, Kim, & Wilcox, 2013; 
Kuh, 2011; Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2006). 
A panoply of student affairs departments and services exist in contemporary 
higher education, and in theory and practice all areas are or should be linked to the 
common mission of preparing each student for a successful college experience (CAS, 
2013; NASPA, 2013b). College environments and experiences shape students’ 
intellectual and personal development and can contribute significantly to their success 
(Kuh, 2011). In an effort to retain students, student affairs administrators must ensure 
that all students are engaged in the institution outside of classes. Services must be 
introduced to new students right away, early warning systems need to be established if a 
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student needs academic help, and faculty and administrators need to bridge classroom 
learning with engagement in out-of-class experiences (Kuh et al., 2006). Students are 
also more likely to persist to graduation if they establish strong connections with the 
campus and its members. This process begins early in the freshman year with the 
attainment of optimal levels of academic and social integration that are characterized by 
positive interactions and educationally purposeful involvements with faculty and peers 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2012). Participation in clubs, athletics, and other 
activities offered by a student affairs office—all of which should be educationally 
purposeful and rooted in student development theory—are also additional means for 
promoting students’ intellectual and personal growth (Kuh et al., 2006). 
In the early years of American higher education, the care and responsibility for 
students rested with academic staff (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). From the founding of 
Harvard College in 1636 through the 1800s, presidents, faculty, and other academic 
administrators were in charge of students outside of the classroom. It was not until 1890 
that the first dean of men was established at Harvard to manage student life. The first 
dean of women was at the University of Chicago in 1892 (Dungy & Gordon, 2011). The 
20th century ushered in the concept of educating students to be well rounded in both 
academics and character. This concept formed the basis for today’s student affairs 
profession, as the student personnel movement of the 1930s and 1940s set the tone for 
establishing a balanced student who could excel in and out of the classroom. During this 
time, the development of students as ethically sound, well-behaved, engaged individuals 
with a bright career outlook was emphasized (American Council on Education, 1937, 
1949). The student affairs profession also took the first step toward professionalism 
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with the founding of the ACPA and NASPA as the primary professional associations in 
the early 1900s (Sandeen & Barr, 2006). Today, numerous student affairs functional 
areas constitute the profession, as it has become increasingly specialized and focused on 
meeting a broad range of areas relevant to student life. Among the most prominent are 
academic advising, adult learner services, campus activities, career services, commuter 
and off-campus support programs, residential life programs, multicultural student 
services, and veterans and military programs and services (Council for the 
Advancement of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 2011). 
CAS, established in the 1970s, provides a well-known and long-standing set of 
national guidelines for the student affairs profession (CAS, 2013). Its 12 General 
Standards provide a set of criteria for measuring—through specially tailored self-
assessment guides—the extent to which each of the 43 functional areas meets the 
minimum expectations for professional practice. The General Standards contain the 
“musts” and “shoulds” for general and specialized knowledge in the following 
categories, which are common to all student affairs functional areas: mission; program; 
organization and leadership; human resources; ethics; law, policy, and governance; 
diversity, equity, and access; institutional and external relations; financial resources; 
technology; facilities and equipment; and assessment and evaluation (CAS, 2013). 
These guidelines can be integrated into the creation of PD activities for student affairs 
staff to firmly ground the profession in the standards. 
Professional Development in Student Affairs 
PD is an ongoing, active endeavor of purposeful practice (Carpenter & 
Stimpson, 2007) and transcends the acquisition of information to enhance job 
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performance and overall knowledge. For all student affairs practitioners, PD supports 
administrators by giving them knowledge to perform their jobs more effectively and 
positively influence student success on both the undergraduate and the graduate levels 
(Komives & Carpenter, 2009). Through PD, student affairs administrators can also gain 
the knowledge and skills needed to provide leadership in an ever-changing higher 
education landscape, where increasing burdens on time and resources and growing 
external pressures for institutional accountability and performance are the current 
realities (Komives & Carpenter; Supiano, 2012). On the whole, PD efforts support the 
growth of student affairs staff members as the range of their responsibilities and 
autonomy increases (NASPA, 2013c).  
Benefits of PD in student affairs. PD for student affairs practitioners offers 
many benefits to individuals, such as improving the overall quality of staff performance, 
legitimizing student affairs and its evolving role in higher education, and cultivating 
professional identity development through the provision of credible growth 
opportunities (Crim, 2006; Dean, Woodard, & Cooper, 2007). PD for student affairs 
practitioners can also help them develop specific job skills, such as conflict mediation 
and student conduct management (ACPA & NASPA, 2010). This is especially true for 
those in the early phases of their careers, when regular participation in PD activities can 
foster a desire to grow as a professional through acquiring the competencies required to 
reach professional goals (Stafford, 2012). PD has also been shown to give entry-level 
and seasoned administrators opportunities to network and share best practices (Stafford, 
2012; Vahey, 2011) as well as promote new ideas that encourage organizational change 
(Komives & Carpenter, 2009). In addition, PD benefits higher education departments 
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and institutions by giving staff members opportunities to acquire new knowledge 
(Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007). Institutions may also benefit because higher-quality staff 
may contribute to greater student success. 
Competencies and skill development in student affairs. Through PD, student 
affairs practitioners can gain the knowledge, skills, attitudes, and dispositions needed to 
improve job performance and foster career growth. The CAS standards (2013) serve as 
the established set of principles and guidelines for effective professional practice in 
student affairs. Examples of student affairs competencies from the CAS standards that 
can be developed through PD are collaboration, management, critical thinking, and 
counseling and advising skills. 
In addition to CAS, ACPA and NASPA (2012) published joint competencies 
that encompass the expectations and outcomes for effective advising and helping skills. 
The ACPA and NASPA competencies center on advising, active listening and problem 
solving, conflict management, counseling tactics for various cultural groups, and 
community outreach. These skills can be developed through PD to help student affairs 
staff effectively serve their students and the institution as a whole. 
Other skills, such as leadership development, can be acquired through PD 
provided by the associations and higher education institutions themselves. Here, 
intensive workshops and sessions focusing on the development of competencies specific 
to the various functional areas can boost the effectiveness of both new and seasoned 
practitioners (Roberts, 2005; Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). Roberts (2005) studied skill 
levels for new, mid-level, and senior student affairs practitioners who were members of 
one NASPA geographic region and found that younger practitioners considered 
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themselves most proficient in technological and communication skills, whereas mid-
level practitioners believed themselves to be strongest in student contact and personal 
advising. Senior student affairs professionals rated their own management skills as high 
but reported technology as their least developed skill. Overall, Roberts concluded that 
involvement with professional associations is a primary means for accessing PD 
opportunities and developing the requisite skills and other competencies that are 
integral to effective practice in the student affairs profession. 
Barriers to integrating PD in student affairs. Although a number of benefits 
are associated with participation in PD, there are also obstacles to the integration of PD 
in student affairs on the individual, departmental, and institutional levels. For example, 
Janosik, Carpenter, and Creamer (2006) found that upper-level student affairs 
administrators, especially those holding doctoral degrees, were less likely to participate 
in PD. They also found that men participated less often than women, and that Caucasian 
respondents were more likely than minorities to take part. In addition, graduate students 
in student affairs programs participated less than those who had established positions 
within the profession (Carpenter & Miller, 1981). 
The level of institutional support for PD can influence whether practitioners will 
take part in PD activities (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). For example, a lack of 
departmental focus on PD or a lack of institutional funds can create perceived barriers 
to staff participation (Stafford, 2012). A disconnect between the desire of student affairs 
staff to obtain PD and the level of institutional support has also been suggested (Rosser 
& Javinar, 2003). If budgets or time do not allow for PD, or if PD is not valued by 
decision makers, employees may be unable to participate or may become conditioned to 
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see it as insignificant (Rosser & Javinar, 2003). Sandeen and Barr (2006) and Vahey 
(2011) posited that institutional leaders, such as a president or provost, might not value 
PD as highly as those working in student affairs, thereby contributing to a lack of 
support. 
In addition, the perception of PD as obligatory or isolating may be a barrier 
because it could lead to decreased motivation of student affairs staff to pursue such 
initiatives (Ness et al., 2010). If practitioners are required by their supervisors to attend, 
they may not find the PD opportunity appealing. Conversely, when administrators 
believe a PD activity holds value for their work and is specific to their functional area, 
they may be more inclined to attend sessions (Komives & Carpenter, 2009). In general, 
employees must understand what PD is and how it can benefit them before they commit 
to the activity (Stafford, 2012). The quality of the PD activity can also influence the 
decision to participate (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). 
In some cases, barriers to PD are defined by career levels and work 
environments of student affairs administrators. For example, Janosik et al. (2006) found 
that early-career student affairs practitioners were more likely to participate in PD 
activities such as conferences. Sermersheim and Keim (2005) noted that the attitudes of 
student affairs administrators toward pursuing PD can be influenced by how a boss or 
upper-level administrators view it. In terms of motivation, extrinsic rewards such as 
continuing education credit or a certificate may motivate staff to participate (Janosik et 
al., 2006). Komives and Carpenter (2009) observed that intrinsic motivators, such as a 
commitment to lifelong learning, help prepare administrators for the next level in their 
careers. 
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Professional associations and PD. Many different types of PD exist within 
student affairs, from organized on-site conferences to virtual webinars and individual 
pursuits, such as reading industry publications. Professional associations can also 
significantly facilitate and contribute to PD offerings and, as Janosik (2009) asserted, 
they assist in the development of a professional identity and an increase in the 
dedication to the student affairs profession. Examples of student affairs associations that 
provide PD are ACPA, NASPA, AACRAO, and the Association (the organization 
selected for this study). 
NASPA’s (2013d) mission incorporates PD as vital to the professional growth 
of student affairs practitioners. To that end, NASPA provides both in-person and online 
events, including an annual conference, that focus on best practices in higher education 
and student affairs. Sessions encompass the full range of topics specific to leadership, 
student development, and organizational functions and systems (NASPA, 2013e), and 
the formats are typically 1-hour presentations, 2-hour immersions, 10-to-15-minute 
overviews, and poster presentations. A preconference event is also held for those who 
are interested. Because NASPA members represent the more than 43 functional areas of 
student affairs, sessions are diverse and cater to many interests. Twitter is used during 
the conference and other PD events to engage members through social media. 
Presentations are also archived and available to members on the NASPA website 
following the conference. NASPA also offers webinars, including a series on ACPA 
and NASPA standards (ACPA & NASPA, 2010) for working undergraduate and 
graduate students. Publications, such as the Journal of Student Affairs Research and 
Practice, are resources for academic research on administration and practice. 
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ACPA (2013) also offers PD for general student affairs and special-interest 
practitioners. A calendar on the organization’s website highlights PD opportunities 
chronologically. Events have included a symposium on PD in student affairs and an 
annual on-site conference similar to NASPA’s. Program formats include workshops led 
by technology experts and individual meetings by functional area. ACPA invites 
members to connect on Twitter and other social media outlets as well, both at the 
conference and throughout the year. Regional and statewide daylong and special-
interest workshops are also offered. The organization sponsors webinars and publishes 
the Journal of College Student Development, books, and other resources for both 
members and nonmembers. 
AACRAO (2013b) also offers PD activities for its members, most of whom 
work in registrar or admissions offices. Among the offerings, AACRAO holds an 
annual conference, a technology-based conference, and a SEM conference. The SEM 
conference offers sessions on topics such as holistic application review, integrating 
technology in enrollment efforts, and the role of massive open online courses (MOOCs) 
in higher education. On-site events are also provided for upper administrators such as 
university presidents and senior enrollment managers. In addition to webinars, 
AACRAO offers online courses and e-mail discussion groups for communication 
among organizational members, and it houses a virtual bookstore containing a number 
of publications, among them the College & University Journal and the SEM Source. 
The organization also offers a SEM endorsement program consisting of specialized 
courses for admissions, financial aid, and other professionals, and provides training in 
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) for higher education 
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professionals. Finally, AACRAO offers a PD planning tool to help members identify 
and address their PD needs through short- and long-term goal setting. 
Effective PD in student affairs. PD must relate to the work of the administrator 
and allow for the inclusion of participants’ thoughts and feelings toward the content. 
Carpenter and Stimpson (2007) posited that PD should be “contextual and 
subjective . . . when knowledge, context of practice, and self are placed together” (p. 
275). They described how quality PD offerings create room and opportunity for 
learning, relevancy, and all perspectives to come together for the growth of student 
affairs practitioners. Komives and Carpenter (2009) offered the PREPARE model for 
creating effective PD programs: To gain the best results from PD, efforts must be 
purposeful, research/theory based, experience based, peer reviewed, assessed, reflected 
upon, and evaluated.  
In a survey of NASPA members, Roberts (2005) determined which PD methods 
student affairs staff find most valuable in acquiring skills. She found that conversations 
with peers in the field, mentorship programs, workshops, conference sessions, and 
courses were highly regarded as effective approaches to developing facility in 
leadership. For staff and student contact as well as communication skills, conversations 
with colleagues and conferences were seen as the best methods. Student affairs staff 
also preferred to establish mentorship relationships with experienced professionals or to 
attend on-site workshops to hone their personnel and fiscal management skills. For 
development in evaluation and assessment, administrators favored formal courses and 
conference sessions. In sum, Roberts (2005) concluded that PD efforts could be 
designed to meet a variety of specific student affairs skills and functions that are 
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relevant to the work of practitioners. 
PD can also be used within student affairs to improve knowledge, skills, and 
abilities specific to a particular functional area (Roberts, 2005). For admissions work, 
another aspect of EM, skills such as academic advising and personal counseling are of 
particular importance in supporting prospective students through the application and 
entry phases of their college and graduate school careers. These as well as many other 
skills can be acquired and developed through well-designed PD offerings for 
admissions staff.  
Enrollment Management 
As recently as the 1970s, student affairs practitioners worked in one functional 
area, such as admissions, rather than according to an integrated model (Ward, 2012). 
Offices were self-contained, and most professionals remained employed in the same 
functional area throughout their career (Ward, 2012). However, as the concept of EM 
evolved into a comprehensive institutional approach to promote student retention and 
success, it became a prominent force in American higher education (Snowden, 2010). 
Development of EM. The EM profession began in the 1970s at Boston College, 
when Jack Maguire, the newly appointed Dean of Admissions, foreshadowed the need 
for a more comprehensive approach to admissions and student success (Henderson, 
2012a). The climate of higher education was booming in the 1950s and 1960s as World 
War II veterans, members of minority groups, and baby boomers enrolled in college at 
unprecedented levels (Bontrager, 2004a). This period of growth, however, shifted in the 
early 1980s, when the number of high school graduates decreased significantly 
(Bontrager, 2004a). In view of this decline, Maguire and his colleagues sought to 
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streamline admissions, financial aid, retention, and other areas in order to create a 
unified system of operations that would more efficiently enroll and support students 
through graduation. The rationale was that this system would bring about more student 
success than the previous model. Thus, EM began as a theory in the 1970s, evolved into 
practice models in the 1980s, and, as discussed in the next section, became an 
established strategic management tool in the 1990s (Henderson, 2012b). 
Components of EM. Defined as “a complex of concepts and processes that 
enables fulfillment of institutional mission and students’ educational goals” (Bontrager, 
2004a, p. 12), EM has also been aligned with an institution’s strategic plan, which led to 
the term “strategic enrollment management” (SEM). Today, EM and SEM are 
integrated efforts that encompass admissions, financial aid, retention, and other 
components of student success such as faculty effectiveness and curriculum 
development (Henderson, 2012a). 
Henderson’s (2012c) SEM model builds on the traditional admissions funnel 
that ends with a student’s matriculation: “recruitment/marketing, admission, orientation, 
financial support, classroom experience, academic support, co-curricular support, 
retention, degree/goal attainment, and alumni” (p. 104). Key ideas of SEM include 
“establishing clear goals for the number and types of students needed to fulfill the 
institutional mission, promoting academic success by improving student access, 
transition, persistence, and graduation . . . creating a data-rich environment to inform 
decisions and evaluate strategies” (Bontrager, 2004a, p. 9). SEM also leads to greater 
efficiency in recruitment, marketing, academic programming, and other facets that 
contribute to student learning in higher education (Bontrager, 2004a). SEM requires the 
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management of many areas, from reaching matriculation goals to providing access to 
minority students, all while supporting institutional operating costs (Henderson, 2012b). 
Because EM is an overarching institutional concept, it involves many 
departments within a college or university. EM is a part of marketing, admissions, 
advising, research, and other sectors of university operations (Snowden, 2010). The 
major areas of SEM are administrative practices, student academic and social 
development, academics and the role of faculty, and the business-oriented market-
centered approach (Kalsbeek, 2006). These areas highlight how SEM is integrated into 
every action within an institution and every stage of a student’s progress. In times of 
change, whether internal or external, SEM must be viewed as a systems approach 
whereby the actions of departments affect other offices and, in turn, the whole 
university (Ingersoll & Ingersoll, 2012a). 
EM is critical to the success of an institution and its students (Bontrager, 2004a; 
Duniway, 2012). To illustrate this, Bontrager and Green (2012) developed the SEM 
planning framework to give institutions a model for effective SEM planning (see Figure 
4). This model begins with the fundamental assumption—at the base of the pyramid—
that all SEM initiatives are aligned with the institution’s strategic plan. This means that 
each SEM initiative, such as a retention plan, must be rooted in the school’s long-term 
goals. Key enrollment indicators are then identified, including the desired number and 
academic quality of students, the number of faculty members needed to accommodate 
the target number of students, patterns in the economy, and expected tuition funds. 
Strategic enrollment goals, or student matriculation projections based on demographics, 
competition analysis, and other factors, must be developed. Next, historical data are 
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analyzed to determine the number of students who must enroll to meet budgetary needs 
and other key areas. This then segues into matters relevant to the campus infrastructure, 
which focus on whether the facilities support the institution’s mission and SEM 
planning. For example, classroom designs need to accommodate projected enrollment 
growth. The final components in the upper tier of the pyramid—strategies and tactics—
are then developed to meet the SEM goals and overall institutional mission and vision. 
This sequential process culminates in the attainment of sustainable enrollment 
outcomes, which is a long-term strategy that can lead an institution to positive change 
and growth (Bontrager & Green, 2012). 
 
Figure 4. Strategic enrollment management planning framework. From “A Structure for SEM Planning” 
(p. 279), by B. Bontrager and T. Green, in Strategic Enrollment Management: Transforming Higher 
Education, 2012, edited by B. Bontrager, D. Ingersoll, and R. Ingersoll, Washington, DC: American 
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. Copyright 2012 by American Association 
of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. Adapted with permission. 
Retention, one of the first widespread applications of SEM, is integral to student 
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success (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010). Although retention data and efforts have been 
extensively documented in recent years, the number of students who leave college 
without graduating has not decreased (Kalsbeek & Hossler, 2010). Academic success, 
financial aid, student support from faculty and advisors, and genuine student learning all 
contribute to a student’s persisting to graduation (Yale, 2010a). Yale (2010b) posited 
that the role of institutions in retention efforts is to ensure that the mission, vision, 
short- and long-term goals, and strategic plan are focused on student success. 
In an era of accountability in higher education, today’s enrollment managers 
need to focus on best practices in marketing and recruitment, such as geographic 
targeting, strategies to recruit international students and attract adult learners with 
online delivery models, and best methods for collaborating with faculty (Selingo, 2013). 
The higher education market is changing as new and expanding populations, such as 
adult students, create additional challenges for enrollment managers. For example, new 
marketing strategies, such as highlighting scholarships, need to be developed to target 
adult learners. In addition, database technology expands the ability of admissions and 
registrar offices to track prospective, incoming, and current students and identifies a 
broad range of background characteristics from geographic origin to academic 
performance such as grade point average (Snowden, 2010). Benchmarking data, such as 
retention and graduation rates, are also being ascertained to determine how well an 
institution is performing in comparison to similar competitors (Duniway, 2012). 
Models of EM. Four major organizational models for undergraduate EM exist 
within higher education. Kemerer, Baldridge, and Green (1982) developed the 
frameworks still in place today; these include the committee, coordinator, matrix, and 
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division models (Vander Schee, 2007). The committee model consists of representatives 
from departments such as admissions, financial aid, and other sectors of student affairs. 
It is typically used as an organizational model for developing an EM plan but not as a 
long-term strategy. 
The second EM model is the coordinator concept, which refers to offices 
appointing a mid-level administrator to coordinate EM efforts (Vander Schee, 2007). 
This model places more authority in the coordinator than the committee model and 
requires less restructuring than the third or fourth models. Here, the coordinator’s 
challenge is to present ideas to the upper administrative staff so that plans can be 
executed. 
The third organizational structure for EM is the matrix system, with an 
appointed upper-level administrator implementing the EM plan. This model empowers 
the appointed administrator to make all EM-related decisions and requires 
intradepartmental collaboration and communication to plan and execute the enrollment 
strategy (Vander Schee, 2007). The final model is the division, which is more 
centralized than the others. This model involves establishing a new EM department and 
moving student affairs offices, such as admissions, under its control. This model 
requires the most restructuring, as it often necessitates hiring a new senior EM staff 
member. Most recently, many institutions have moved toward adopting the division 
model (Vander Schee, 2007). 
For all models, EM planning is primarily the work of upper-level administrators, 
including the president and provost, who are engaged in and understand strategic 
planning and EM initiatives (Hossler & Kalsbeek, 2013). Admissions counselors at the 
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lower level also contribute to managing enrollment and, as the frontline recruitment 
practitioners, they, too, must support the larger EM goals (Mathis, 2010). Ultimately, 
SEM is the responsibility of all administrators, faculty, and staff. 
With regard to EM planning, Vander Schee (2009) conducted a longitudinal 
study to determine whether using an EM plan affected student recruitment and 
retention. Vander Schee found that admissions yield, freshman retention rate, and 
persistence to graduation were positively influenced by the implementation of an EM 
plan, which had been adopted by almost all of the institutions in the sample. 
PD in EM. According to Henderson (2012a), in the early 1990s the demand for 
formal PD for EM practitioners increased. This led to the development of the annual 
AACRAO SEM conference, which continues today. The purpose of the conference is to 
bring together EM professionals and other university leaders to discuss relevant issues. 
The first conference, held in 1991, offered sessions on such topics as best practices in 
retention and recruitment (Henderson, 2012a). A recognized SEM leader, Bob 
Bontrager, who also organizes the AACRAO SEM conference, indicated that this event 
is the only one of its kind offered by a major student affairs professional organization 
(B. Bontrager, personal communication, July 10, 2013). 
AACRAO also offers a SEM endorsement program and the Strategic 
Enrollment Management Quarterly journal for the PD of EM administrators. The SEM 
publication began in 2013, following the publication of a SEM newsletter from 2002 to 
2012. In addition, the SEM endorsement program gives practitioners an opportunity to 
build their SEM skills in a formal context. AACRAO’s website (2013c) noted that the 
SEM Endorsement leads to a certificate and consists of online courses and webinars. 
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The course topics include introduction to SEM, SEM in an international setting, and 
SEM for community colleges, among others. Required webinars address integrating 
SEM into an institution’s strategic plan as well as student success and retention. 
Participants are required to make field visits to three colleges or universities to learn 
about various models of EM in action, and the program ends with a capstone paper. 
PD programming must be carefully designed to yield the most effective results 
for student affairs staff and, in turn, students. Furthermore, every student affairs 
administrator who works with prospective or current students must be trained before he 
or she interacts with students (Ingersoll & Ingersoll, 2012b). PD may contribute to 
increased matriculation and retention of students as well as to improved coordination 
and communication between student affairs departments. Ingersoll and Ingersoll 
(2012a) suggested identifying the needs of staff at each institution to determine the 
necessary skills, knowledge, and behaviors for all levels of student affairs staff. Then, 
topics for sessions—including best delivery methods such as workshops or mentorships 
and the evaluation methodology—must be determined before the initiatives can be 
executed (Ingersoll & Ingersoll, 2012a). Bontrager (2004b) also supported continuous 
PD for staff, especially to hone customer service skills and build relationships with 
prospective and incoming students. Bontrager (2004b) asserted that training must be 
provided for all new employees upon hire, as well as at least once a year for all student 
affairs staff members. 
Graduate Enrollment Management 
In recent years, the demand for graduate education in the United States has 
created a need for more GEM staff members. For instance, from 2011 to 2012, 
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applications for graduate study in the United States grew almost 4% (Gonzales, Allum, 
& Sowell, 2013). The master’s degree has replaced the bachelor’s as a prerequisite for 
the best jobs, and as job market competitiveness increases so does the need for students 
to obtain graduate degrees (Pappano, 2011). Because GEM administrators assist 
students from initial inquiry through graduation, staff must keep current with the most 
effective practices in order to support students’ academic and career success. Therefore, 
PD could be designed to provide GEM practitioners with knowledge and tools to 
enhance their effectiveness in these areas. 
Although the concept of EM has existed since the 1970s (Henderson, 2012a), 
GEM is a fairly new concept. Because GEM is a newly emerging functional area, a 
thorough review of scholarly literature reveals a scarcity of articles on EM in the 
graduate context. “Graduate enrollment management” as a search term yields very few 
results in major academic databases, and few EM sources are directly related to 
graduate education. A working definition of GEM was formed by members of the 
Association Research Committee in the absence of a formal one. For a presentation at 
the annual Association conference in 2014 and subsequent Association efforts, GEM 
was defined as “a comprehensive approach to the methods by which an institution 
recruits, admits, supports, retains, and graduates post-baccalaureate students . . . 
includes codependent functions working congruently to strategically manage overall 
enrollment levels and the student experience.” The Association continues to develop 
GEM models and to refine its definition for publication based on case studies of various 
member institutions. 
Campbell and Smith (2014) conducted a qualitative study of 23 graduate 
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admission professionals through phone interviews, the results of which were published 
in AACRAO’s flagship journal College & University. The authors reported that 
graduate admissions administrators responded positively to professional integration into 
EM through contexts such as professional organizations. However, they noted a varying 
level of commitment to venturing into the EM world by graduate admissions 
practitioners. A review of Campbell and Smith’s references did not yield any GEM 
sources that the investigator did not uncover independently. In addition, Stack’s (2009) 
dissertation is one of the few on EM for a graduate context, focusing on students’ views 
while applying to one specific MBA program. Kranzow and Hyland’s (2011) article 
represents one of the few on marketing for graduate students specifically.  
Although EM was specifically developed for the management of undergraduate 
education, most concepts such as the sustainable framework for SEM outcomes or 
concepts that produce lasting, positive results for institutions (Bontrager & Green, 
2012) can be applied to the graduate EM environment (B. Bontrager, personal 
communication, July 10, 2013). However, some key differences exist between 
undergraduate and graduate EM. Undergraduate offices are typically centralized, 
whereas graduate offices are more often decentralized. Faculty members are much more 
involved in GEM and may review applications, conduct interviews, meet with 
prospective students, and confer with admissions staff regarding marketing initiatives 
(M. Snowden, personal communication, September 10, 2013). Faculty members are 
also key players in retention efforts as the first contact in the classroom for students 
who may be struggling. Williams (2008) supported this and noted that GEM can be 
more student-centric than undergraduate EM, given that GEM staff “sell” the program 
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to a specific group of students as opposed to selling the overall college experience on 
the undergraduate level. 
According to Snowden (2012), integrating SEM into graduate admission offices 
requires adhering to the following guidelines: root the practice in the history of the EM 
field, identify key players, choose the appropriate organizational model for the setting, 
collaborate between departments on campus, and create partnerships with related 
organizations. Administrators can learn about the history and key players of EM to 
relate the core concepts and context to their institutional work. Then, they can 
determine which model is best for their school before gaining approval of stakeholders. 
Collaboration, as Snowden noted, is also required to implement strategic EM concepts 
across a university. 
PD for GEM offices. PD for GEM can be integral to the growth of practitioners 
and their ability to assist students effectively. Relevant PD sessions can give 
practitioners tools to succeed in GEM. PD can contribute directly to the recruitment of 
high-quality students and applicant conversion through the admissions funnel. Such 
success can increase internal accountability and enhance a school’s reputation 
externally and publicly (J. DiPretoro, personal communication, April 12, 2013). In 
addition, Emmett (2005) noted that the “pressure for enhanced performance” (p. 13) in 
terms of enrolling a large number of quality students each term supports the need for 
GEM participation in relevant PD activities that provide practitioners with current best-
practice models. 
As a department within student affairs, the GEM office is often the first point of 
contact a prospective student has with a college or university. A high level of customer 
service, including communication skills, is required (Diminnie, 2012). Integrity in 
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admissions has also become important as pressure for accountability mounts (Supiano, 
2012). PD can enhance GEM practitioners’ effectiveness in guiding prospective 
students through the admissions process. Therefore, PD is critical for institutions to 
support and for GEM practitioners to participate in. 
More recently, the admissions field has been included in EM, which 
encompasses all aspects of student success from recruitment to graduation (Vander 
Schee, 2009). GEM administrators are essential to the matriculation of students 
preparing for graduate-level education, because they counsel prospective students in 
areas such as the submission of application materials, program prerequisites, and 
financial aid. GEM staff also guide students through the matriculation process, promote 
involvement in campus life starting with orientation, and help students establish strong 
relationships with peers and faculty through engagement in classes and campus 
activities. These factors are positively associated with persistence, graduation, and 
career success (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; Tinto, 2012). Current employment 
trends and the state of the economy have made graduate school more of a necessity than 
a choice. Therefore, PD for GEM practitioners has become more important to the work 
they perform in providing effective services for students from admissions to graduation. 
Lack of participation in PD among GEM practitioners. PD in the 
Association is one of the key focus areas in its strategic plan. This affirmation of PD—
which is reflected in its updated mission statement—accompanies the organization’s 
critical transition from graduate admissions to GEM, a shift in purpose reinforcing the 
importance of member participation in PD that reflects today’s best practices. 
In light of the Association’s recent shift from graduate admissions to GEM, it is 
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critical that the PD activities this organization offers remain relevant to the work of all 
GEM practitioners. NASPA (2013) promotes the importance of PD through its 
Standards for Professional Practice, which state that administrators must “contribute to 
the development of the profession by enhancing personal knowledge and skills, sharing 
ideas and information, improving professional practices, conducting and reporting 
research, and participating in association activities” (para. 18). 
Despite NASPA’s assertions, GEM practitioners do not consistently participate 
in the Association’s PD offerings. Low participation data support this, such as a 
decrease in conference attendees from 2012 to 2013 and inconsistent attendance figures 
since 2007. More specifically, attendance decreased from the 2007 to the 2008 annual 
conferences, and decreased further from the 2009 to the 2010 meetings. Although slight 
increases occurred from 2010 to 2011 and from 2011 to 2012, attendance has decreased 
since then. Overall, no more than 47% of the membership attended an annual 
conference from 2004 to 2012. The organization also conducts smaller institutes 
throughout the year, such as a winter institute for advanced GEM practitioners, a 
summer institute for new administrators, and a special-interest institute as part of the 
annual conference. Attendance at all three of these events has been inconsistent since 
2007. For example, 53 people attended the winter event in 2008, and only 26 attended 
in 2009. 
The Association 
As of 2013, the Association had 1,461 members from the United States and 
Canada. It encompassed 12 regional and special-interest chapters, including one from 
the northeastern United States. Some members participated in the national and regional 
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organizations, and others were active only in their regional chapters. The regional 
chapters allowed for more accessible PD offerings because they were closer to their 
member institutions, more affordable, and required less of a time commitment. The 
organization’s website indicated that it serves a diverse array of large and small, public 
and private, and secular and nonsecular institutions. The organization’s primary 
function is to serve GEM professionals through efforts such as PD.  
The Association was founded in 1987 following a meeting of professionals who 
convened for the purpose of discussing common issues. Initially, it was based only in 
the northeastern United States, until it expanded to a national presence in 1991. By 2000 
the organization had 1,000 members, and by 2008 its membership had doubled to 2,000. 
PD and research initiatives also expanded in the early 1990s, when workshops for new 
practitioners, an e-mail discussion list and website, and a membership survey were 
introduced. In 2002 a previously established academic journal was converted to a 
newsmagazine that is still in circulation today. 
From a governance perspective, the organization has a board consisting of a 
president, a vice president, a past president and international relations chair, a treasurer, 
a secretary, chairs of various areas such as membership, and an executive director of the 
management company. In 2006 the Association hired an external company to manage 
all administrative functions in addition to enforcing its standards, which were adopted 
in 1993. Today, the Association provides its membership a complete set of operating 
procedures and guidelines. For instance, the bylaws outline its purpose, membership 
details, meeting schedule, officers, governing board, and committees. The 
organization’s standards document also provides guidelines for recruitment, admissions, 
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standardized testing and financial aid; and among the most prominent of the best 
practices is the full and accurate communication of institutional policies in all published 
materials. A diversity statement declares the organization to be open to members of all 
backgrounds and demographics without discrimination. 
Member benefits include an annual conference, webinars, a newsmagazine, an 
e-newsletter, a research publication, a blog, relevant research, chapter involvement, and 
a directory of members. The Association website includes a members-only section, 
which provides access to archived issues of the newsmagazine and past research 
studies. Most recent member surveys include use of social media and a membership and 
salary survey. In the newly created research publication, established in 2014, the 
Association’s Research Committee reported on part 1 of a member needs assessment 
survey. Three hundred sixteen members, or 19% of the total Association membership, 
responded. The results supported this review’s assertion that member participation in 
PD is inconsistent. In addition to PD events and publications, members are able to 
connect and network with like-minded professionals. Finally, in order to accommodate 
expanding roles and responsibilities, the Association recently rebranded itself to cover 
GEM, a larger area beyond admissions-only work. A new strategic plan is being 
developed by the board members to serve the organization in its new capacity. 
PD provided by the Association. Voluntary PD opportunities for members and 
nonmembers consist of both on-site and online offerings. For on-site efforts, the annual 
conference represents the largest undertaking. It takes place at a U.S. city in the spring 
and is usually 3 to 4 days long. Past conferences were held in Orlando, Austin, and 
Washington, D.C. In addition to providing opportunities to network and socialize with 
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colleagues, the conference offers sessions on various relevant topics for GEM 
practitioners, as well as vendors and a variety of exhibits relevant to GEM 
professionals. Sessions are in the format of a lecture presentation, panel, rapid-fire 
session, special-interest presentation, or vendor session. At this year’s conference, 
topics for sessions included best practices in decentralized admissions, MOOCs and the 
future of higher education, introduction to admissions analytics, legal issues, and 
developing a social media plan, among others.  
Other on-site offerings include regional workshops sponsored by the national 
organization and PD institutes. The institutes are offered for new GEM practitioners and 
veteran administrators once a year. Recently, the organization started a mentorship 
program whereby members with less than 4 years of experience are matched with 
seasoned professionals. Mentors provide guidance to early-career practitioners, a form 
of PD for both the veteran staff member and the newcomer. Research grants are also 
available for graduate students who are conducting studies on matters relevant to GEM. 
The organization features the grant winners at the annual conference and provides a 
monetary award to support their research. 
The Association has produced publications with partner organizations, such as 
the Council of Graduate Schools (Diminnie, 2012). It also publishes a monthly e-
newsletter on events and organization business and a newsmagazine. The 
newsmagazine is available three times a year and includes articles on conference 
sessions and other PD activities, book reviews, interviews with key GEM professionals, 
research updates, and other relevant news. 
In addition to national on-site offerings, many of the chapters offer an annual 
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conference as well as workshops and other networking events throughout the year. 
Chapters also hold meetings at the national conference, and the Association website 
provides a calendar of all PD events. The chapters and parent organization also offer 
ways for members to engage in PD online, such as through online chats and LinkedIn. 
For the latter, members of the organization’s LinkedIn group provide their perspectives 
and comments on best practices and other topics and issues relevant to GEM. Social 
media play a role in connecting members; the organization has active Facebook and 
Twitter accounts. Announcements, news, deadlines for submitting conference 
proposals, and other timely information are posted on the accounts. Perhaps the largest 
undertaking of online PD is the bimonthly webinars held for members. Chapters often 
hold webinars during the months in which the national organization does not, and they 
offer members a wide array of special-topic sessions. Webinars are synchronous online 
presentations through which members can learn about current issues and best practices 
and engage with each other through question-and-answer sessions. Past webinars have 
covered such topics as multichannel marketing, research survey results, and how to 
recruit applicants through social media. A recent webinar was also offered on graduate 
SEM through a partnership with AACRAO, and the Association also posts archived 
webinars on its YouTube channel for future access. All told, each year the organization 
provides its members with many on-site and online PD opportunities. 
Limitations in Existing Literature 
Existing peer-reviewed scholarly research on GEM appears to be limited. This 
observation is supported by leaders in the EM field (B. Bontrager, personal 
communication, July 10, 2013; M. Snowden, personal communication, September 10, 
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2013) and the chair of the Association Research Committee, who observed that the 
word “graduate” is often placed in quotes because it is not yet an established term in the 
literature and the professional world (Chair, Association Research Committee, personal 
communication, August 16, 2013). The scarcity of research on PD for GEM 
practitioners is also reflected in the published literature on admissions, which is 
centered largely on undergraduate recruitment and enrollment practices (Bontrager, 
2004a; Vander Schee, 2007). There is also a significant literature base on PD for student 
affairs, which includes, but does not discuss in detail, admissions-related topics and 
concerns (Fishbeck, 2006; Sermersheim & Keim, 2005; Roberts, 2005; Vahey, 2011). 
Furthermore, studies on PD in higher education usually focus much more on teachers 
than administrators (Blanton & Stylianou, 2009; Hahn & Lester, 2012). 
According to Sermersheim and Keim (2005), scholarly literature published since 
1970 on PD for the larger student affairs sector is prolific, but the methodologies have 
limitations that include potential author bias and unrepresentative sample sizes. 
Following a thorough search conducted in ProQuest and other major databases, as well 
as a review of highly regarded publications such as The Journal of Higher Education 
and the Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, the investigator discerned 
that much of the current literature concentrates on a national population of student 
affairs practitioners (Stafford, 2012), one area of the United States (Fishbeck, 2006), or 
student affairs organizations as collective entities (Roberts, 2005). Furthermore, less 
research on student affairs and PD has been published since 2006, and searches of 
studentaffairs.com and the website resources of a number of student affairs graduate 
programs yielded little to no information on PD specific to GEM. 
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Some authors also relied on older data and methodologies to assess PD in 
student affairs (Roberts, 2005) rather than developing or adapting an instrument and 
conducting a new study. For instance, instruments such as the one developed by Kane 
(1982) were used to survey a broad array of competencies and skill areas acquired 
through participation in PD. Kane’s survey was employed in a wide range of studies 
(Lemoine, 1985; Fey, 1991) but is now outdated (Sermersheim & Keim, 2005). 
Although some studies (Fishbeck, 2006; Vahey, 2011) focused on the cultivation of 
new skills through PD, most did not address the evaluation of sessions or explore the 
link between sessions and practice. For instance, Sermersheim and Keim (2005) 
discussed PD skills within student affairs divisions but did not address the application 
of ideas from sessions in administrators’ work. In addition, a thorough search of 
ProQuest and other major databases yielded few current instruments published after 
2006, and only a few studies used mixed-methods approaches, such as Stafford’s (2012) 
investigation of entry-level student affairs administrators’ perceptions of PD. 
Professional competencies from a joint publication of the ACPA and NASPA 
(2010) as well as standards to support adult learners established by CAS (2011) can be 
applied to but do not specifically address GEM. Furthermore, no academic journal 
devoted to GEM exists, and the investigator was unable to find substantive peer-
reviewed articles on participation in GEM-related PD activities. In general, the existing 
body of literature focuses largely on EM practices at the undergraduate level 
(Bontrager, 2004a; Henderson, 2012a). 
Finally, many of the previous studies on PD and student affairs administrators 
employed quantitative methods (Fishbeck, 2006; Roberts, 2005; Sermersheim & Keim, 
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2005). The researchers disseminated surveys, with Likert scales, to large groups of 
student affairs staff who were members of professional organizations. However, these 
studies addressed the larger population of student affairs, including admissions, but did 
not concentrate on PD for admissions practitioners. The questions also focused on PD 
needs, such as specific skill development, rather than participation in and evaluation of 
PD activities. Although some of the results may be relevant to GEM, none of the studies 
specifically surveyed this population. This applied dissertation addressed these gaps in 
the literature on PD for GEM through a survey adapted from a mixed-methods 
instrument developed by Stafford (2012), who surveyed early-career members of a 
professional organization to measure their PD needs. The instrument employed in this 
study differed from Stafford’s; it targeted and was specifically tailored for GEM 
practitioners at every point of their careers and did not include a qualitative component. 
In conclusion, this investigation focused on a new area of scholarly study, 
specifically the PD of GEM practitioners, by employing an instrument tailored 
specifically for this sector and collecting and analyzing data on an organization that has 
not been previously studied. 
Summary 
In higher education, student affairs, and GEM, PD is a tool that, when designed 
well, can enhance an individual’s performance as a professional and improve an 
organization’s overall effectiveness. Through conferences, webinars, and other means, 
practitioners can share best practices and develop a professional identity to use in their 
work. Although PD can be effective, the lack of research on GEM practitioners’ 
specific PD needs is a gap in the scholarly literature. This study helped fill the void in 
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academic GEM research through the evaluation and identification of factors that 
influence the levels of participation in PD among GEM practitioners. 
Research Questions  
This applied dissertation was guided by the following research questions: 
1. How frequently do Association members participate in various PD activities 
offered by the Association? 
2. How frequently do Association members participate in various non-
Association PD activities? 
3. What factors—demographic, support for and knowledge of PD, attitudes and 
beliefs about PD, and supervisor recommendation of PD—are predictive of member 
participation in professional development offered by the Association? 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
Introduction 
In this chapter, the overall methodology of the study—a nonexperimental, 
correlational research design—is described in detail. Areas covered include the 
demographics of the target population and sampling procedures; the survey instrument, 
including its field-testing; the research design and procedures for collecting data via the 
survey method; the statistical methods selected for analyzing the data; and the 
limitations of the methodology. This study investigated the factors influencing levels of 
participation in PD among GEM practitioners. 
Participants 
The population for this study was all GEM practitioners who were active 
members of the Association as of 2013. The following demographic information was 
adapted from the Association’s Membership Information 2008-2014 report. On the 
whole, most were employed in a variety of full-time professional positions at colleges 
and universities in the United States and held such titles as admissions counselor, 
associate director of graduate admissions, and dean of graduate admissions. 
In 2013 the Association had 1,461 members. Of those who reported their 
gender, 940 were female and 308 were male—a ratio of 3:1 (for this category, 213 
members did not furnish information). Of the members, 925 (63%) identified as White, 
135 (9%) as African American, and 55 (3.8%) as Asian. Eighty-five reported holding a 
bachelor’s degree, 400 a master’s degree, and 102 a doctoral degree.  
Within the Association there were five membership types, and the categories 
and respective totals and percentages included the following: 28 (1.9%) affiliate 
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members (organizations that support the Association), 683 (47%) individual members 
(those who work in GEM at an institution), 734 (50%) institutional members (the same 
as individual but transferrable between employees), 11 (0.7%) lifetime members 
(honorary members with voting privileges), and five (0.3%) retired members (those 
who have since retired from their GEM positions). In addition, the report provided 
information about length of membership in the Association: 114 (8%) were members 
for less than 1 year; 263 (18%) were members for 3 years; 298 (20%) were members for 
4 years; 183 (13%) were members for 7 years; and 377 (26%) were members for 10 
years. 
The Association members represented many different geographic regions in the 
United States and were affiliated with 12 separate chapters that encompass the regional 
areas or special-interest groups. Among them were California and Hawaii, the 
Chesapeake and Potomac Area (MD, VA, and DC), Eastern Pennsylvania, and the 
Midwest (IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, OK, SD, and WI). Other 
chapters included the Southeast (NC, SC, GA, FL, TN, AL, LA, MS, and AR) and New 
England (NH, VT, MA, RI, CT, and ME). Three states, New Jersey, New York, and 
Texas, had their own chapters. There were also two special-interest chapters, one for 
biomedical research and one for Jesuit schools, and one international chapter in Canada. 
The largest concentrations of members were in the northeastern and western United 
States. There were also 32 international members, most of whom (26) were from 
Canada. Finally, 734 (50%) were from private institutions, 508 (35%) were from public 
institutions, five (0.3%) worked at for-profit universities, and 26 (2%) were not 
affiliated with a higher education institution (188, or 13%, did not furnish information 
for this category). 
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Sampling procedure. Because the investigator was a member of the 
Association and president of the New England chapter, she had permission to survey the 
membership. This study used a nonprobability sample of convenience, defined by 
Creswell (2012) as the selection of a group based on its accessibility and availability to 
the investigator. The advantage of this approach is that the chosen sample fits the 
profile being investigated and increases the likelihood that the results directly answer 
the research questions (Creswell, 2012). The disadvantages include investigator bias 
stemming from the absence of pure random sampling techniques and limitations in 
generalizing results due to a lack of representativeness in the convenience sample 
(Creswell, 2012). Convenience sampling also has the potential to skew the process of 
selecting participants as a result of investigator preferences and the immediacy of or 
access to a target group (Creswell, 2012). Despite these drawbacks, in this study 
surveying the entire membership of the Association (i.e., the population) was 
advantageous because it was the only organization of its kind for those in the GEM 
profession. Thus, when viewed from this perspective, the more definable weakness that 
emerged from this investigation’s use of a convenience sample was the inability to 
reach the additional cadre of GEM professionals—whose numbers are presently 
unknown—who were not members of the Association. 
To ensure confidentiality, there were no identifying survey items and no sharing 
of results specific to any individual. The results were not used for any other purpose 
except this dissertation study and internal Association use, and only Association 
Research Committee members had access to the responses. Respondents also agreed to 
participate in the study by reading an electronic consent form included at the beginning 
of the survey. 
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Instrument 
The instrument selected for this study was an adaptation of the Professional 
Development in Student Affairs (PDSA) survey, originally developed by Stafford 
(2012). Stafford’s study was designed to elicit entry-level student affairs employees’ 
beliefs about and involvement in various PD activities. Stafford focused on this 
population’s perceptions of PD and how they, as practitioners, pursued it. The PDSA 
contained both quantitative and qualitative components, emphasizing the latter. 
This instrument was chosen for its relevance to the research questions and range 
of items centered on PD in student affairs. The investigator could not locate other 
subsequent uses or employment of the PDSA in the literature. However, compared with 
similar surveys such as those developed by Kane (1982) and Roberts (2005), the PDSA 
was the most appropriate for this study. First, the PDSA examines practitioners’ 
involvement in PD, including, but not limited to, their development of student affairs 
skills such as advising and ethical decision-making. In short, the coverage exceeded the 
typical focus on skills acquisition by evaluating the impact of PD and the conditions 
that facilitated or impeded it. Second, the PDSA contains items specific to why 
practitioners might participate in PD (e.g., preparing for a promotion). Third, it is the 
most recent survey on student affairs practitioners’ participation in PD. The survey also 
contains several demographics categories and other independent variables, such as the 
respondents’ age, career level, and type of institution they are affiliated with, that the 
investigator planned to measure. 
Development of the PDSA: A brief history. Stafford (2012) worked with an 
electronic survey developer to adapt the content to an appropriate format for his 
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dissertation study. First, he modified a template on PD in the HR field by tailoring it to 
his study population; then he conducted a field test. Components of this pilot survey 
included an introduction and demographic information, sections on PD participation 
and preferences, and skills acquisition through PD. The PDSA includes 10 demographic 
items, 12 closed-ended items regarding current PD opportunities, five open-ended items 
asking participants to describe their satisfaction with PD offerings and their experience 
in creating PD plans, and seven items related to their reflections on PD (Stafford, 2012). 
The closed-ended items form the quantitative portion of the instrument, and the open-
ended and reflection items are the qualitative piece. Following the pilot study, Stafford 
formally administered the survey, in its final form, to 253 early-career student affairs 
administrators who were members of ACPA or the Mid-Atlantic Association of College 
and University Officers, or both. 
Validity and reliability of instrument. In quantitative research, validity and 
reliability are integral components of a sound and replicable study (Creswell, 2012). 
Validity refers to the accuracy of the data gathered, and it gauges the extent to which an 
instrument uses research questions to correctly measure the variables or phenomena 
under investigation (Creswell, 2012; Huck, 2012). In short, it answers the question 
“Does the survey measure what it . . . intend[s] to measure?” (NSSE, 2014). Reliability 
describes the extent to which the items are internally consistent or similar and whether 
the outcome data are consistent over time when the study is replicated. If the reliability 
is high when a study is replicated, the results should be consistent with the original and 
any subsequent uses of the instrument (Huck, 2012; NSSE, 2014). Various statistical 
tests, such as test-retest reliability, can be used to determine the reliability of a survey 
instrument (Huck, 2012). 
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Stafford’s (2012) instrument was designed for a mixed-methods analysis using 
both quantitative and qualitative questions and analyses. The initial field-testing 
centered largely on evaluating the content validity of the survey and focus-group 
questions based on feedback from a panel of seasoned student affairs professionals. 
Further validity and reliability checks of both the closed- and open-ended questions also 
occurred during the data-collection and analysis phases of his study. Stafford 
triangulated the relevant literature, the survey responses, and the focus-group responses 
and determined overall levels of consistency and validity in the results. Formally 
referred to as data triangulation and defined by Creswell (2012) as “the process of 
corroborating evidence from different individuals . . . types of data . . . or methods of 
data collection” (p. 259), this approach allowed Stafford to cross-reference themes 
between the closed-ended survey questions and the open-ended focus-group questions. 
For instance, the theme of self-direction was present in three of four PDSA sections 
including satisfaction with PD, exploratory questions or thoughts about PD, and 
reflection items related to engagement with PD (Stafford, 2012). A similar survey and 
focus-group match was also found for the types of PD that the respondents pursued. 
Overall, the pilot testing and results of the PDSA study established, to an extent, the 
validity and reliability of the closed-ended survey questions. However, since Stafford 
did not employ statistical measures for determining internal or test-retest reliability of 
the quantitative items, the modified survey instrument, which omits all of the qualitative 
focus-group questions for this proposed study, required further development.  
Adaptation of the PDSA for the current study. Because Stafford (2012) 
researched the PD needs of early-career student affairs professionals from a broad range 
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of undergraduate functional areas, the investigator modified and adapted his survey for 
use with GEM practitioners at various stages of their careers. The revised instrument, 
herein referred to as the Professional Development for Graduate Enrollment 
Management survey (PDGEM), included a demographic section followed by sections 
with closed-ended items. The introduction to the PDGEM stated that the survey would 
take approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete and that all responses would be 
anonymous. The introduction gathered demographic information on the participants’ 
personal characteristics, their institution, and data regarding membership in the 
Association. Section I, Support for and Knowledge of Professional Development 
Opportunities, measured participants’ satisfaction with items such as mentoring or 
coaching involvement and knowledge of career advancement opportunities within 
GEM. Items in Section II, Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional Development: 
Individual and Institutional, asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they 
agree or disagree with statements on PD support, such as the extent to which 
institutional funds are expended or work hours are allowed for PD activities. Items in 
Section III, Components of Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment 
Management, asked GEM practitioners to identify related topics and issues they believe 
to be most important to their continued professional growth. The range of areas 
included advising students, strategic planning, diversity issues, and managerial-skills 
acquisition. Items in Section IV, Professional Development Plans, asked participants to 
address items on PD plans, and Section V, Participation and Involvement in Association 
Professional Development Activities, covered the level of participation in Association 
PD activities. Section VI addressed similar items for non-Association PD activities and 
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involvement. Section VII, Professional Development Overall, concluded the instrument 
by reviewing overall satisfaction with and feelings about PD. 
In adapting the PDSA instrument to fit this study, the investigator modified or 
added some items before conducting the pilot study. In the introduction section, items 4, 
5, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 14 were modified or added to reflect the GEM population. These 
items were necessary to obtain a specific picture of the GEM survey respondents but did 
not apply to the early-career student affairs professionals in Stafford’s (2012) study. For 
Section I, no items were added or modified; however, the last two items in Stafford’s 
original instrument related to age and race were removed because they were covered in 
another part of the survey. Section II remained intact except for one minor change: 
Question 6 was edited to reflect GEM practitioners instead of student affairs 
practitioners, and the investigator added one question related to participants’ overall 
satisfaction with the PD opportunities available to them. Question 3, on “student 
affairs” foundational knowledge, was edited to “GEM” to fit this survey population. A 
few items were edited under Question 5 to better reflect GEM administrators, including 
team processes and technology competency. Section IV’s items remained the same; 
however, yes/no responses were added to items 16 and 17, and multiple-choice 
responses were included for Question 18, which changed them from open- to closed-
ended. All of the items in sections V, VI, and VII were added because Stafford’s 
instrument does not ask questions on these topics. 
Pilot-study procedures. The investigator conducted a pilot study of the 
PDGEM to ensure face and content validity of the survey items. The participants 
included seven GEM practitioners who were Association members. They were 
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employed at small, medium, and large colleges and universities in New England and the 
Mid-Atlantic United States, and they held mid- to high-level positions at their 
institutions. Because of their participation in the pilot study, these GEM practitioners 
were not included in the actual survey, which was conducted in April 2014. 
Three weeks before disseminating the pilot-study survey, the investigator sent a 
preliminary e-mail to the seven GEM practitioners requesting their participation. All 
responded affirmatively, and the investigator followed up with an e-mail containing the 
PDGEM survey. The participants were asked to respond to the items and provide 
comments related to accuracy, clarity, and flow, as well as any other general feedback, 
thoughts, and impressions. A section for comments was provided after each question 
and at the end of the survey, and participants were given 1 week to submit their 
feedback. 
After the pilot-study surveys were returned, the investigator followed up with 
each participant to determine whether there were additional questions or comments 
(there were none). The investigator then began analyzing the pilot-study group’s 
responses to ensure that the subject matter of the survey measured what it is supposed to 
measure (Creswell, 2012). Based on the feedback, the investigator edited the 
instrument. For example, in response to two of the participants indicating that the 
survey completion time was about 15 minutes, the investigator added a statement to this 
effect to the introductory text. In the demographic section, Question 3 was edited to 
provide more-sensitive language regarding gender identification. Question 12 was also 
modified to a first-choice response in order to avoid confusion. In Section I, items 17 
and 18—which ask respondents to rate their levels of satisfaction with mentoring and 
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professional growth opportunities—were revised to clarify that these activities relate 
only to experiences at their institutions. Although Section II did not require any edits, 
two categories—admissions and alumni relations—were added to Question 28. Also, 
“becoming an effective manager” was removed from Question 30, as two of the pilot-
study participants indicated that “supervisor” covered both. No changes were made to 
Section IV, and only minor clarification edits were made to Section V. The final 
PDGEM survey incorporating the pilot-study feedback is in Appendix A. 
Final version of the PDGEM. Because the study was designed to identify 
factors that influenced the level of participation in PD by GEM practitioners, 
participation in various PD events offered by the Association was the dependent or 
criterion variable. The survey measured the frequency of conference, workshop, and 
webinar attendance; the level of participation in on-site events attended compared with 
online events; and whether other PD tools, such as Association publications and the 
mentorship program, were used. A Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 was used for some 
items in the survey. Other items employed closed-ended or forced-choice responses 
(e.g., number of years in the GEM field). 
The independent or predictor variables included demographic information 
specific to gender, age, race, years in the GEM field, education level, field of study, 
career level, and time in current position; classification of the respondent’s institution; 
and location of the college or university by region. Desire to pursue PD involvement, 
satisfaction with PD offered, efforts to seek out PD, and sources of funding for PD were 
also covered. In addition, the survey contained items related to skills acquisition (e.g., 
managerial, legal aspects, diversity issues) through PD involvement, participation in 
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specific PD activities offered by the Association, frequency of participation in PD 
events offered by the Association as well as non-Association organizations (e.g., 
conference attendance in the last 5 years), and the most significant reasons for seeking 
and not seeking PD. These and other predictor variables were tested against the range of 
dependent variables related to level of participation in PD activities during the data-
analysis phase. 
Research Design and Procedures 
Design. This applied dissertation used a nonexperimental, correlational 
approach with a predictive design (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2012). The nonexperimental 
research design, often used in educational research, refers to the measurement, 
observation, or description of phenomena or variables that cannot be controlled or 
manipulated (Edmonds & Kennedy, 2012). Nonexperimental designs allow for a wide 
variety of approaches in collecting and analyzing data; among these are surveys, 
interviews, case studies, and historical research (Creswell, 2012). These designs are 
also common in studies using comparative, longitudinal, or correlational 
methodologies. For example, a comparative approach may be used to determine 
similarities and differences between groups, such as whether home-schooled and 
traditionally schooled children learn at the same rate (Creswell, 2012). A longitudinal 
design refers to the collection and analysis of data over time, such as tracking SAT 
scores over a period of 10 years to determine college-choice patterns (Creswell, 2012). 
A correlation analysis quantifies the degree to which two variables are related, 
such as when a student’s desire for a high grade is highly associated with test anxiety 
(Creswell, 2012). This approach is also used to determine whether a relationship exists 
70 
 
between a predictor (independent) variable (e.g., gender, age, education) and a 
criterion (dependent) variable (e.g., annual salary; Creswell, 2012). Here, the focus is 
on whether the predictor variable(s) can be used to estimate the outcome of a criterion 
variable, as in the case where extraversion is predictive of a high level of interaction 
with colleagues in a work setting. 
In this study, the investigator used simple linear regression to identify which 
factors or variables predicted GEM practitioners’ participation in PD (Edmonds & 
Kennedy, 2012). The investigator examined the extent to which existing variables, 
such as age and number of years in the GEM field, predicted how involved a 
practitioner was in PD activities. The independent variables were fixed factors that 
yielded measures of strength with the selected dependent variable, that is, 
participation in PD. The correlational, predictive design also helped answer the 
study’s research questions regarding how frequently members of the Association 
participated in Association-sponsored PD activities (Research Question 1) and non-
Association PD activities (Research Question 2), as well as which factors influenced 
their overall level of participation in PD (Research Question 3). Permission was 
granted by Stafford (2012) to adapt his instrument, the PDSA, for use in this study. The 
Association’s president also provided formal approval to survey the GEM membership 
using the PDGEM survey. Confidentiality of participants was ensured: no names or 
identifying factors were released, and the data were not used for any purpose other than 
this dissertation and internal Association reference. Participants also had the right to 
withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
Procedures. After designing the study, the investigator implemented the 
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PDGEM survey. The PDGEM was incorporated into a larger Association effort, the 
Association Needs Survey (ANS), which explored member needs related to 
involvement in the organization and the GEM field as a whole. The chair of the 
Association Research Committee granted permission for the PDGEM to follow the 
ANS sequentially; however, because the ANS was separate from the PDGEM, it was 
excluded from all data analyses conducted for this dissertation. The PDGEM was 
disseminated electronically to all Association members, the majority of whom were 
employed at colleges and universities throughout the United States and Canada. Data 
collection occurred over a 7-week period beginning in mid-April 2014, and this time 
frame included a 2-week extension in an effort to garner more responses. 
The PDGEM was formatted in accordance with the guidelines and specifications 
of Survey Monkey, an online survey platform. The Association has a Survey Monkey 
account, which allowed the PDGEM to piggyback on the ANS. To convert the 
instrument, the investigator entered the text from the PDGEM into the Survey Monkey 
website and placed it at the end of the Association survey. 
The investigator also took steps to ensure the confidentiality of the respondents 
when they logged in to access the survey. She communicated in the electronic consent 
letter at the beginning of the survey that there was no risk involved with participating in 
the survey but that participants could drop out at any time without penalty. Association 
members were not required to enter their names, member IDs, or any other identifying 
information, which ensured that survey results remained anonymous. Because Survey 
Monkey has a generic link that all participants used to access the survey, there was no 
possibility that participants’ identities could be revealed. Furthermore, all survey 
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submissions remained anonymous because the items did not identify respondents. After 
the surveys were submitted, they were stored virtually in the Association’s Survey 
Monkey account, to which the investigator had access. Only the investigator and the 
few Research Committee members who analyzed the results of the ANS survey had 
access to these survey data. The Research Committee members also agreed not to use 
the PDGEM data for any other purpose or to release results to any other parties. The 
investigator downloaded the results of the PDGEM survey immediately following the 
close of the survey. To further protect the respondents, the survey data will be stored on 
the investigator’s personal computer in a password-protected file for 3 years and then 
destroyed. 
The investigator collaborated with the Association Research Committee to 
prepare e-mail communications to the membership for the data-collection phase. On the 
day the survey was launched, the Research Committee sent an e-mail to all members. 
Included in this communication were the instructions, the survey due date, and the 
Survey Monkey link (see Appendix B). The Research Committee also sent the same e-
mail to all Association members as a reminder during Week 3. When the 2-week 
extension was deemed necessary, a similar e-mail was sent to the membership in Week 
5. For each of the e-mail messages, the Research Committee used an Association 
template with graphics in order to ensure that the e-mails were recognized as official 
communications. Periodic social media posts, on Facebook and Twitter, were also sent 
by the Association to raise awareness of the survey in an effort to garner more 
responses. 
The investigator established a 50% minimum response rate for the PDGEM. 
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This is typical for educational research, as evidenced by many studies in academic 
publications, and it has been deemed a satisfactory threshold for drawing conclusions 
about the findings and generalizing them to a larger population (Creswell, 2012). After 
consulting with her dissertation committee, the investigator extended the survey 
deadline based on the number of responses received at the end of Week 5. At the end of 
Week 7, the survey was formally closed. 
Data analysis. Following administration of the PDGEM, the investigator 
analyzed the responses. The raw data were first transferred to a Microsoft Excel 
spreadsheet and then entered into SPSS. SPSS is an IBM-developed specialized 
computer program that runs statistical reports, such as a linear regression analysis, on 
survey data. Through SPSS, the investigator inputted the data and analyzed the results 
using descriptive and inferential statistical analyses. The results of these analyses 
formed the basis for reporting the findings and conducting the analysis. 
The second step in this process was to score the raw survey data. Scoring is a 
process whereby numerical values are assigned to responses to prepare them for 
statistical analysis (Creswell, 2012). Gender, for example, was scored as 1 for “male,” 2 
for “female,” 3 for “gender neutral,” and 4 for “prefer not to say.” For the Likert-scale 
items, a 5-point scoring system was used, with the responses coded 1 for the lowest and 
5 for highest. Items not on a rating scale were scored using numerical ranges, such as 1 
for less than 1 year in the GEM field and 6 for over 20 years.  
After scoring the responses, the investigator analyzed the data in SPSS using 
descriptive and inferential statistics to describe the population and determine the 
correlations between the predictor and criterion variables. Descriptive statistical 
74 
 
techniques, specifically measures of central tendency, were used to report the findings 
of the demographic data for this study. These included the mean, median, mode, 
standard deviation, and percentage calculations for career level, age, degree obtained, 
and other population characteristics. A chi-square goodness-of-fit test was also 
conducted to determine representativeness of the respondents against Association 
demographic data. Finally, to address the need to establish a measure of internal 
reliability, the investigator used Cronbach’s alpha as a statistical test to determine the 
internal consistency of two selected scales: Section I, Support for and Knowledge of 
Professional Development Opportunities, and Section II, Attitudes and Beliefs About 
Professional Development: Individual and Institutional (Huck, 2012). Because Stafford 
(2012) did not establish reliability or validity measures in his study, these two scales 
provided at least some insight into their feasibility for use in future studies.  
Because the aim of this investigation was to determine how engagement in 
Association and non-Association PD activities is influenced by demographic and other 
characteristics, support for and knowledge of PD, attitudes and beliefs about PD, 
components of PD perceived as important, PD plans, and participation in organization-
sponsored activities, the investigator conducted a simple linear regression analysis. As 
an inferential measure, linear regression is the most appropriate statistical-analysis tool 
for establishing a correlational, predictive relationship between a wide range of 
independent variables such as age, frequency of participation in conferences, and so 
forth and a criterion or dependent variable, such as level of participation in various PD 
activities (Huck, 2012). Regression is defined as a statistical-analysis method used to 
determine the relationship between variables in either an explanatory or a predictive 
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manner (Huck, 2012). The process establishes a hierarchy of variables based on 
correlational strength and determines which, if any, of the independent variables can 
explain or predict the dependent variable. For this study, the linear regression analysis 
allowed for measurement of the criterion variable against the predictor variables to 
determine whether the resulting relationships were statistically significant (Huck, 2012). 
In reporting the results, the investigator used the correlation coefficient, or R-
squared value, to indicate the percentage of variability between the criterion and 
predictor variables (Huck, 2012). To answer Research Question 3, she performed linear 
regression analysis to determine which factors, if any, influenced the level of 
participation of GEM practitioners in PD activities. She also evaluated whether the 
correlations between the predictor variables and criterion variable were statistically 
significant. She established 0.01 as the level of statistical significance  
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Chapter 4: Results 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the results of the PDGEM, a survey disseminated to GEM 
practitioners who are members of the Association. The study was conducted because 
participation in Association PD has been inconsistent in recent years. Therefore, the 
investigator examined member participation in PD activities offered by the Association 
and other related organizations. The study’s primary purpose was to determine whether 
specific variables, such as length of time in the GEM field, predicted an Association 
member’s level of participation in various PD activities.  
Response Rates 
At the time of the survey, the Association had 1,461 total members according to 
its 2013 census. However, its membership increased to 1,604 just before the April 2014 
conference and to 1,668 immediately afterwards. In view of this increase, the 
investigator excluded the combined 207 additional new members from the population of 
potential respondents, based on the assumption that most of the new members would 
not respond to the PDGEM survey because of its focus and the timing of its 
dissemination. Thus, for the purposes of this dissertation, the 2013 Association 
membership total of 1,461 was used. 
The total number of usable surveys received was 163 (11% of the total 
Association membership). Although this is the final total, 16 of the respondents did not 
complete the PDGEM survey in full but instead limited their responses to items 1 
through 15 and some additional subsequent questions. The investigator attempted to 
disaggregate the data in order to pinpoint and eliminate these specific respondents, but 
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the Survey Monkey confidentiality settings blocked access to their response records. A 
postsurvey analysis revealed that even though Survey Monkey incorporated a “submit” 
button at the end of the survey, the responses of the 16 individuals to items 1 through 15 
were entered into the final totals. As a result, these responses were included in the data 
analysis because it was impossible to identify and discard the 16 incomplete surveys. In 
addition, it is likely that several of the 16 respondents answered other PDGEM items; 
again, however, tracking was prevented by Survey Monkey’s masking features. 
Numbers of responses and response rates by PDGEM item are shown in Table 1. 
All respondents answered items 1 through 15, and the remainder of the survey was 
completed by at least 90% of the 163 participants. For items 16 through 20 and 21 
through 26, 162 (99%) and 160 (98%) responded, respectively, and for items 32 through 
61 there were 156 or fewer respondents. The specific numbers and percentages for 
items 32 through 61 are presented in Appendix C. 
A cumulative summary of the response rates of those completing the PDGEM 
for each of the 7 weeks the survey was open is shown in Table 2. The original survey 
timeframe was 5 weeks, but a 2-week extension was added to generate additional 
responses. During Week 1, 36 Association members completed the survey, and in 
weeks 2 and 3, 16 more responses were received, for a total of 52. Week 4, which 
coincided with the annual conference, yielded the most responses (60). During this 
time, flyers were circulated among the conference attendees, and several public 
reminders about completing the survey were announced in large-scale sessions attended 
by the full membership. After flyers were circulated, there was an increase in responses, 
which occurred during the conference and shortly after it ended. In Week 5, six 
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additional responses were received, for a total of 118. 
Table 1 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey:  
Response Rate by Item (N = 163) 
Item no. 
No. of 
responses % of N 
 
Item no. 
No. of 
responses % of N 
1 163 100  32 156 96 
2 163 100  33 71 N/A 
3 163 100  34 104 N/A 
4 163 100  35 N/A N/A 
5 163 100  36 155 95 
6 163 100  37 N/A N/A 
7 163 100  38 155 95 
8 163 100  39 154 94 
9 163 100  40 151 92 
10 163 100  41  155 95 
11 163 100  42 155 95 
12 163 100  43 154 94 
13 163 100  44 154 94 
14 163 100  45 154 94 
15 163 100  46 N/A N/A 
16 162 99  47 N/A N/A 
17 162 99  48 152 93 
18 162 99  49 152 93 
19 162 99  50 N/A N/A 
20 162 99  51 150 91 
21 160 98  52 150 91 
22 160 98  53 150 91 
23 160 98  54 N/A N/A 
24 160 98  55 147 90 
25 160 98  56 147 90 
26 160 98  57 147 90 
27 N/A N/A  58 147 90 
28 N/A N/A  59 147 90 
29 N/A N/A  60 147 90 
30 N/A N/A  61 147 90 
31 N/A N/A     
Note. N/A = participants could choose more than one response because  
it was not a forced-choice item. 
After conferring with her dissertation committee chair and the Association 
Research Committee Chair, the investigator extended the survey period from 5 to 7 
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weeks, in an effort to increase the total number of responses because the return rate was 
below the desired target of 50%. During the 2-week extension period, 29 more surveys 
were received, raising the total to 147, or 10% of the membership as of 2013. 
Table 2 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment  
Management Survey: Cumulative Response Rate by Week  
(N = 163) 
Week 
No. of  
responses 
Increase from  
previous week 
1 36 N/A 
2 46 10 
3 52  6 
4 112 60 
5 118  6 
6a 118  0 
7 147b 29 
a Weeks 6 and 7 were the 2-week extension. 
b Figure reflects the number of individuals who hit the “submit” button upon  
completing the survey. Because 16 respondents completed at least the first  
15 items of the survey, they are included in the overall total of 163.  
Note. N/A = participants could choose more than one response because  
it was not a forced-choice item. 
Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents 
As part of the PDGEM, respondents were asked to provide demographic 
information about themselves, such as age, race/ethnicity, number of years in GEM, and 
number of years as an Association member. The PDGEM also included questions about 
respondents’ highest degree obtained, field of study, institutional type, and region of the 
United States.  
Table 3 shows the age breakdown of the PDGEM respondents (Item 1). Just 
under half the respondents were between the ages of 30 and 39, and the next most 
representative group was 50-to-59-year-olds. Very few respondents were 60 years or 
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older (see Table 3). Overall, a little more than half (54%) were between 20 and 39 years 
of age, and 46% were 40 and older. 
Table 3 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey:  
Respondents’ Age, Race/Ethnicity, and Gender (N = 163) 
Question n % 
1. What is your age?   
 20-29 years 23 14.1 
 30-39 years 65 40.0 
 40-49 years 30 18.4 
 50-59 years 40 24.5 
 60+ years 5  3.0 
2. What is your race?   
 Hispanic/Latino 9  5.5 
 American Indian / Alaskan  2  1.2 
 Asian 7  4.3 
 African American 8  4.9 
 Caucasian 130 79.8 
 Prefer not to answer 4  2.5 
 Other 3  1.8 
3. Which do you most identify with?  
 Male 36 22.0 
 Female 125 76.8 
 Prefer not to answer 2  1.2 
 
In response to the question about race/ethnicity (Item 2), 130 (79.8%) reported 
they were Caucasian, and only eight (4.9%) reported they were African American. 
Overall, a little over three-quarters of the respondents were Caucasian, and 16% 
indicated they were African American, Asian, or American Indian. Seventy-seven 
percent of the respondents were female, and 22% were male (Item 3). 
The career profile of the respondents is represented in Table 4. As seen for Item 
4, 19% (31 respondents) can be arbitrarily designated “new professionals,” that is, those 
with 0 to 2 years of experience in the GEM field. More than half (91 or 55.8%) of the 
respondents reported being GEM practitioners for 3 to 10 years, and 10 (6.1%) 
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respondents said they have been in the profession for more than 20 years. 
Table 4 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: Career Profile of Respondents 
(N = 163) 
Question n % 
4. How many years have you worked professionally in GEM?  
 <1  13  8.0 
 1-2  18 11.0 
 3-5  36 22.1 
 6-10  55 33.7 
 11-20  31 19.1 
 >20  10  6.1 
5. How long have you been a member of the Association?  
 Less than 1 year 34 21.0 
 1-2 years 31 19.0 
 3-5 years 46 28.2 
 6-10 years 36 22.0 
 11-20 years 14  8.6 
 >20 years 2  1.2 
8. In which category does your current position best fit?  
 Staff-level 19  11.7 
 Ground-level 64  39.3 
 Mid-level 75  46.0 
 Senior leadership 5  3.1 
9. How long have you held your current job?  
 <1 year 26 16.0 
 1-2 years 35 21.5 
 3-5 years 45 27.6 
 6-10 years 41 25.1 
 11-20 years 15  9.2 
 >20 years 1  0.6 
10. How many staff members do you supervise?  
 0 56 21.0 
 1-3 54 19.0 
 4-6 29 28.2 
 7-9 11 22.0 
 10+ 13  8.6 
 
In response to the question about length of time in the Association (Item 5), very 
few members belonged to the Association for more than 20 years; just under half the 
respondents were members for 2 years or less. With regard to career level (Item 8), 
most respondents said they were in a mid-level position such as an assistant dean or 
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director, and only five reported holding a senior leadership role. About half the 
respondents held their jobs for 3 to 10 years (Item 9), and almost 40% said they were in 
their current role for 2 years or less. When asked how many staff members the 
respondents supervised (Item 10), the majority were on the lower end of the spectrum: 
40% said they manage 0 to 3 staff members. A little over 8% of respondents managed a 
staff of 10 or more. 
In sum, the career profile of the Association respondents indicates that they were 
largely early- to mid-career-level professionals who had been in their current positions 
for 1 to 10 years; about half supervised anywhere from 1 to 6 employees. Although 
most had also been Association members for 3 to 10 years, a sizeable but somewhat 
smaller percentage were relatively new to the organization; in other words, they had 
joined within the previous 2 years. 
Table 5 shows respondents’ education levels. Of the respondents, 117 (72%)—
almost three-quarters—held a master’s degree (Item 6), and 14 (8.6%) reported holding 
a doctoral degree. As for field of study (Item 7), education was the most widely 
represented at 64 participants (39.3%); this was followed by business at 35 (21.5%). In 
sum, the majority of respondents reported that their highest degree earned was a 
master’s. More than a third indicated their field as education, a quarter were in the 
humanities and arts and sciences, and a fifth had a background in business. 
With regard to institutional type, over half (57.1%) of the respondents reported 
working at a private (nonprofit) college or university (see Table 6, Item 11). Just under 
half (41.1%) said they were employed by a public institution, and three participants 
(1.8%) worked at a for-profit institution. By Carnegie classification, doctoral research 
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universities (Item 12) were heavily represented, with over half of the respondents 
reporting that they were employed at this category of institutions. Twenty-three (14%) 
reported that they were not sure of their institution’s classification. Regarding current 
student enrollments (Item 13), just under half of respondents indicated that their schools 
had 10,000 to over 20,000 total students, and 19% said their schools had 2,500 to 5,000 
students. In response to the question about graduate student population (Item 14), most 
participants worked at institutions with 3,000 or fewer graduate students. 
Table 5 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: Education Profile of 
Respondents (N = 163) 
Question n % 
6. What is your highest degree obtained?   
Associate’s 3  1.8 
Bachelor’s 28 17.0 
Master’s 117 72.0 
Doctorate 14  8.6 
Other 1  0.6 
7. In what field of study was your highest degree obtained?   
Education 64 39.3 
Business  35 21.5 
Arts and Sciences 18 11.0 
Humanities / Social Sciences 23 14.1 
Computer/Information Science 3  1.8 
Health Professions 4  2.5 
Law 2  1.2 
Other 14  8.6 
 
Association members hailed from all regions of the United States (Item 15); 
most were from the Northeast (31.9%), and the fewest were from the Northwest (4.9%). 
In addition, five (3.1%) respondents said they were from outside the United States. 
Overall, most of the respondents (about one-third) were from the Northeast, and the 
Central Plains and Southeastern regions combined accounted for another one-third of 
the total respondents. 
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Table 6 
 
Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey: Institutional Profile of 
Respondents (N = 163) 
Question n % 
11. What is your institution’s type?   
Private (nonprofit) 93 57.1  
Public 67 41.1 
For-profit 3  1.8 
12. What is your institution’s Carnegie classification?   
Doctoral research—very high 42 25.8 
Doctoral research—high  22 13.5 
Doctoral research 27 16.6 
Master’s—larger 8  4.9 
Master’s—medium 14  8.6  
Master’s—smaller 15  9.2  
Baccalaureate—arts & sciences 2  1.2 
Baccalaureate—diverse 4  2.5 
Medical 5  3.1 
Other 1  0.6 
Not sure 23 14.0 
13. How many total students are currently enrolled at your institution?   
<2,500 27 16.6 
2,500-5,000 31 19.0 
5,000-10,000 31 19.0 
10,000-20,000 26 16.0 
>20,0000 48 29.4 
14. How many graduate students are currently enrolled at your institution?   
<2,500 39  24.0 
2,500-5,000 54  33.1 
5,000-10,000 27  16.6 
10,000-20,000 25 15.3 
>20,0000 18 11.0 
15. What is your institution’s geographic region in the U.S.?   
Northeast 52 31.9 
Mid-Atlantic 19 11.7 
Southeast 25 15.3 
Central Plains 28 17.2 
Southwest 11  6.7 
Northwest 8  4.9 
West 15  9.2 
Outside of the U.S. 5  3.1 
 
Based on the institutional profile of the respondents, the lowest numbers were 
employed at colleges and universities in the Southwest and Northwest regions or 
outside the United States. A little over half the respondents worked at private 
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institutions and doctoral institutions. About one-third of the respondents were from 
schools with no more than 3,000 students, and most said their institution has 2,500 to 
5,000 graduate students. 
Using a chi-square goodness-of-fit test to determine the extent to which the 
respondents were representative of the population, the investigator analyzed the survey 
participants’ demographics for race, gender, highest degree, and institution type. The 
chi-square test could only be run using the demographic information that the 
Association provided, even though the PDGEM included additional demographic 
categories. For the chi-square test, selected PDGEM options were excluded for reasons 
related to lack of Association data and low survey-response rates. For example, because 
the other race/ethnicity categories had very low response rates, only Caucasian, Asian, 
and African American respondents were included in the goodness-of-fit test. For 
gender, only men and women were included (the other two categories, “gender neutral” 
and “prefer not to answer,” were excluded). For degree level, the options with the 
highest responses, bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate, were included (high school 
diploma and associate’s degree were excluded). Last, for institutional type, public, 
private, and for-profit were run in the chi-square test (“other” and “none” were 
excluded).  
A p value of 0.05 was selected as the significance level, and as shown in Table 7 
the above four categories did not attain statistical significance. Thus, the results of the 
chi-square test indicated that race, gender, highest degree, and institution type were not 
representative of the total Association population. 
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Table 7  
 
Results of Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test for Selected Demographic Categories 
Category F2 df 
Race (Caucasian, African American, Asian) 844.6 2 
Gender (male, female) 946.84 1 
Highest degree (bachelor’s, master’s, doctorate) 314.5 2 
Institution type (private, public, for-profit) 942.4 2 
 
Survey Results 
The results of PDGEM sections I through IV are reported below, and are 
followed by discussions of the findings for research questions 1 and 2, which 
correspond to Section V, Participation and Involvement in Association Professional 
Development, and Section VI, Other Organizations’ Professional Development, 
respectively. The findings stemming from the linear regression analysis are reviewed in 
the section “Research Question 3.” Results for survey sections I through VII are 
available in Appendix C. 
The questions in PDGEM Survey Section I, Support for and Knowledge of 
Professional Development Opportunities, asked participants to rate how satisfied they 
were with the level of support they received for PD as well as their awareness of 
learning and growth opportunities, including career advancement. Just over half 
(50.7%) indicated that they were very or extremely satisfied with their supervisor’s 
efforts to provide PD, and 31 (19.1%) were minimally or not satisfied (Item 16). 
Regarding mentoring received from senior GEM administrators at their institution (Item 
17), a little over half (53.6%) of the respondents were somewhat to highly satisfied, and 
75 (46.4%) said they were minimally or not at all satisfied.  
Access to professional learning and growth opportunities at their institution 
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(Item 18) fared somewhat better: 116 (71.6%) were somewhat to extremely satisfied. 
Fifty-seven respondents (35.2%)—the highest frequency among the choices—were 
somewhat satisfied with the level of PD opportunities at their schools and through the 
Association. 
With regard to knowledge of career advancement opportunities in GEM (Item 
19), the majority of the respondents (124 or 76.6%) said they were somewhat to 
extremely satisfied, most of whom (67 or 41.4%) indicated they were somewhat 
satisfied. Most participants (96 or 59.2%) reported being very to extremely satisfied 
with their own efforts to seek out and participate in PD (Item 20), whereas only 13 
(8.1%) were either minimally or not satisfied. 
PDGEM Survey Section II, Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional 
Development: Individual and Institutional, contained statements related to desire for 
PD, funding, work and personal time allocated to PD, and self-knowledge. In response 
to the statement “I have a strong desire to pursue PD opportunities” (Item 21), most of 
the respondents (108 or 67.5%) agreed, and five (3.1%) somewhat disagreed. 
Related to the financial support that their institution provides for PD 
opportunities (Item 22), 57 (35.6%) strongly agreed that it is valuable, and 14 (8.8%) 
strongly disagreed. Overall, the combined proportion of those affirming institutional or 
financial support for PD (somewhat to strongly agreeing) was 89.3%. In response to the 
statement “I utilize my own funds to pay for my PD opportunities” (Item 23), 71 
(44.4%) respondents strongly disagreed, and 25 (15.6%) somewhat disagreed. 
Perceptions regarding the extent to which their institution allows work time to 
be used for PD purposes (Item 24) were positive: 95 (59.4%) said they strongly agree, 
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and 43 (26.8%) somewhat agreed. With regard to using personal time for PD (Item 25), 
23 (14.4%) respondents strongly agreed but 48 (30%) strongly disagreed. With respect 
to understanding what knowledge, skills, and abilities are key to developing as a GEM 
practitioner in the next 5 years (Item 26), 36 (22.5%) said they strongly agreed, 86 
(53.8%) somewhat agreed, and 16 (10%) somewhat or strongly disagreed. 
For PDGEM Survey Section III, Components of Professional Development in 
GEM, participants were asked to identify the PD topics they felt were most important to 
their growth as a GEM practitioner. Because the instructions asked them to “mark all 
that apply,” the items in Section III were not formatted as forced responses. Participants 
could select one or more of the options listed under each of the PD topical areas. As a 
result, the raw totals for each choice are presented and individually quantified as a 
percentage of the total sample of 163 in Appendix C. 
With regard to student support (Item 27), retention practices were rated as most 
important by 125 (77%) of the respondents, and 37 (23%) viewed student 
learning/development theories as least important. Academic advising and helping 
students was rated fairly high: 96 (59%) of respondents chose this area of professional 
practice. 
Among the contemporary higher education topics the respondents felt were 
important (Item 28), admissions/recruitment and marketing were the highest priorities, 
at 136 (47.4%) and 114 (39.7%), respectively. Strategic planning and budgeting also 
had a large number of responses (101 or 62%), whereas the role of faculty (45 or 28%) 
and conducting research (24 or 15%) were ranked lowest. 
For GEM foundational knowledge (Item 29), 111 (68%) and 95 (58%) of the 
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participants said ethical professional practice and values of GEM, respectively, were 
important, and knowing the history of GEM was deemed least important (33 or 20%). 
In relation to leadership and management topics (Item 30), 75% of the participants 
ranked being an effective leader as most important, and understanding organizational 
politics (59%) and understanding human and organizational resources (58%) were 
considered to be the second and third most important areas. 
Among the personal foundations viewed as most important to the respondents 
(Item 31), technology competency was the highest, at 58%, and communication skills 
(53%) and negotiation skills (53%) were next. Being self-reflective (34%), being self-
directed (33%), and having self-integrity (31%) were ranked among the lowest. 
PDGEM Survey Section IV, Professional Development Plans, contained three 
items on the use of PD plans. Fifty respondents (31%) reported having a PD plan, and 
106 (65%) did not (Item 32). Among those with a PD plan, 56 (34%) reported knowing 
what they needed to do to achieve it, and 15 (9%) did not (Item 33). The top reasons for 
not having a plan included insufficient time to create one (30%), a lack of awareness 
about PD plans (19%), and the perception that PD plans are not valuable (3%). 
Research Question 1 
Research Question 1, addressed in PDGEM Section V, was, “How frequently do 
Association members participate in various professional development activities offered 
by the Association?” In response to Item 35, 89 respondents (54.6%) indicated they 
were regional chapter members, and 16 (9.8%) said they served on a chapter board. 
The number of respondents who served on the national board or committees was low, 
at 13 (8%), but 36 (22%) volunteered at conferences or other events. Forty-one 
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(25.1%) did not serve in any leadership role. Item 36 addressed mentoring, in response 
to which a large number (138 or 85%) indicated that they did not serve as a mentor or 
mentee, and only four (2.4%) reported participating in the Association mentorship 
program. 
In relation to the frequency of reading Association publications (PDGEM 
Survey Section V-A), 128 (78%) respondents said they read the electronic news (e-
news) that is e-mailed to them (Item 37). One hundred seventeen (72%) said they read 
Perspectives, the quarterly magazine available in a digital format, but only 65% in total 
read the GEM Research Advocate or the Graduate Admissions Guide, an introductory 
publication for new members. Overall, most Association members read the e-news and 
Perspectives more than the other available Association publications. 
PDGEM Survey Section V-B, Association On-Site Professional Development 
Activities (items 38 through 42), addressed Association members’ participation in on-
site PD offered by the Association in the last 3 or 5 years. For the national conference 
(Item 38), 40 respondents (25.8%) said they have attended once in the last 5 years, 55 
(38.7%) attended three or more times, and 34 (21.9%) did not attend at all. For the 
regional chapter conferences attended in the last 3 years (Item 39), 36 (23.4%) attended 
two to three times, and 12 (7.8%) members attended four or more times. Sixty-five 
(42.2%) respondents did not attend at all. In relation to the smaller, more specialized PD 
institutes held twice a year (Item 40), 19 (12.6%) reported attending the institute for 
new professionals in the past 5 years, 12 (7.9%) participated in the one for veteran 
GEM professionals, and 112 (74.2%) did not attend at all. 
With regard to how often participants attended Association-sponsored 
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workshops, typically held two to three times a year in various U.S. regions (Item 41), 
123 (79.4%) did not attend any workshops, and 17 (10.9%) attended once. When asked 
about attendance at workshops offered by regional chapters (Item 42), 30 (19.4%) said 
they have attended one to three times, and 93 (60%) did not attend at all. More survey 
respondents did not attend Association PD, and sporadic numbers of members attended 
various Association-sponsored PD activities in the last 5 years. 
Questions in PDGEM Survey Section V-C, Association Online Professional 
Development Activities, asked respondents to indicate the frequency of their 
participation in various online PD programs. Regarding webinars, 53 (34.4%) reported 
attending one to four or more sessions in the last 5 years, whereas 62 (40.3%) did not 
attend any (Item 43). As for frequency of Association website visits (Item 44), none of 
the respondents indicated they access the website daily. Forty-three (27.9%) 
respondents said they visited monthly, and nine (5.8%) said they never visit the 
Association website. Results for use of Association social media, including Facebook, 
Twitter, and LinkedIn (Item 45), showed that two (1.3%) respondents visit the sites 
daily, and almost half (75 or 48.7%) reported never engaging in Association social 
media. 
Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 was, “How frequently do Association members participate 
in various non-Association professional development activities?” Items 46 and 47 
addressed other organizational memberships and involvements outside of the 
Association. Fewer than half the participants (74 or 45.4%) said they had no affiliation 
with another organization (Item 46). Of those who did, 42 (26.2%) belonged to either 
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the AACRAO, the NASPA, or the ACPA, or a combination of these. Item 47 addressed 
the extent of participants’ involvement in professional organizations other than the 
Association. Seventeen (10.4%) served on a committee, nine (5.5%) were on a board, 
and 13 (8%) volunteered at events or in other ways. More respondents serve on the 
national board or national committees for other organizations than for the Association. 
PDGEM Survey Section VI-A, Non-Association On-Site Events and 
Involvements in One or More Other Organizations, addressed attendance at other 
organizations’ conferences and workshops. Item 48 addressed how often respondents 
participated in national conferences in the last 5 years. Eighty-three (54.6%) said they 
have not attended, 22 (14.5%) attended once, and seven (4.6%) participated five or 
more times. For regional chapter conferences offered by non-Association 
organizations, 80 (53.3%) have not attended, and 30 (20%) have attended one to five 
or more times in the last 5 years (Item 49). When asked if they read other 
organizations’ publications (Item 50), 103 (35.9%) said they read newsletters, and 65 
(22.6%) read journals. Slightly more respondents read journals produced by other 
organizations than by the Association. 
PDGEM Survey Section VI-B, Non-Association Online GEM-Related 
Activities, addressed participation rates for other organizations’ online PD activities. 
For non-Association webinars (Item 51) 44 (29.3%) attended five or more times, and 
37 (25%) did not attend. In terms of visiting websites of other organizations (Item 52), 
44 (29.3%) did so one to five times a year, and 23 (15.3%) have never done so. As for 
how often they engage in social media through other organizations (Item 53), two 
(1.3%) respondents said they do so daily, and 71 (47.4%) said they never use the other 
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organizations’ social media outlets. In general, more Association members participate 
in Association online PD than non-Association online PD. 
The last part of the PDGEM Survey, Section VII, Professional Development 
Overall, addressed GEM practitioners’ participation in PD at their institutions, as well 
as their satisfaction with Association and non-Association PD, relevancy of 
Association PD, and preference for online or on-site activities. For Item 54, in the last 
3 years, 62 (21.6%) indicated they did not participate in any PD activities. Overall, 
more respondents participated in both Association and non-Association PD activities 
than they did in institutional PD offerings. 
When asked if their supervisor recommends PD (Item 55), 107 respondents 
(72.8%) said yes, and 40 (27.2%) said no. As for the most significant reason for 
participating in Association PD (Item 56), 90 (61.2%) reported relevance to their 
work, and 38 (25.8%) said individual growth. The most significant reasons for not 
participating in Association PD (Item 57) were a lack of funds (62 or 42.4%) and a 
lack of relevance to their work (27 or 18.4). More than half the respondents (76 or 
51.7%) indicated that on-site and online PD offerings were equally important (Item 
58). Fifteen respondents (10.2%) said they were extremely satisfied with Association 
PD, and 64 (43.5%) reported being very satisfied (Item 59). 
In terms of relevance to their everyday work (Item 60), 16 respondents 
(10.8%) said that PD offered by the Association and its chapters was extremely 
relevant, but 11 (7.5%) reported it as not relevant. Finally, participants were asked to 
indicate how relevant non-Association PD is to their everyday work (Item 61). Eight 
(5.4%) said it was extremely relevant, and nine (6.1%) said it was minimally relevant. 
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Overall, respondents felt Association PD was more relevant to their everyday work 
than PD offered by other related professional organizations. 
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 was, “What factors—demographic, support for and 
knowledge of PD, attitudes and beliefs about PD, and supervisor recommendation of 
PD—are predictive of member participation in professional development offered by the 
Association?” The investigator conducted a simple linear regression analysis to answer 
Research Question 3. The overarching aim was to determine what, if any, of the 
demographic and other related items measured in the PDGEM were individual 
predictors of member participation in various PD activities offered by the Association. 
The predictors variables were as follows: demographic information (items 1 through 
15), Section I (items 16 through 20), Section II (items 21 through 26), and Item 55. The 
criterion variables were Association PD activities including national conferences, 
chapter conferences, PD institutes, Association workshops, chapter workshops, 
webinars, website visitation, and social media engagement. 
Before running the analysis, the investigator imported the raw data from Survey 
Monkey into SPSS for coding. Numeric values were used throughout the data coding 
process, with 1 denoting the highest ranking for the Likert scale items (e.g., extremely 
satisfied). The investigator also used SPSS’s Variable View to name the variables and 
indicate their type, measure, and other factors, and to account for the missing items. A p 
value of 0.05 was selected as the test of significance between two variables. Analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) tests were also conducted for each PD activity in order to determine 
how much of the variance in the criterion variables was explained by the regression 
analysis. 
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Internal consistency of PDGEM Sections I and II. A measure of internal 
consistency was also calculated for PDGEM Survey Section I, Support for and 
Knowledge of Professional Development Opportunities, and PDGEM Survey Section II, 
Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional Development: Individual and Institutional. 
Reliability refers to the consistency of an instrument and is particularly important if a 
study is to be replicated by other researchers (Creswell, 2012). Typically, a reliability 
coefficient range of 0.7 to 0.9 is ideal when determining whether an instrument has high 
internal consistency (Huck, 2012). In this case, the above two sections were selected for 
this measure because they contained Likert scales. Cronbach’s alpha was used to 
determine the overall levels of reliability for each of the sections. As shown in Table 8, 
Section I had the highest coefficient of internal consistency (0.83), and Section II was 
much lower (0.24). For the purposes of the linear regression analysis, sections I and II 
served as predictor variables. 
Table 8 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha Results 
Section Cronbach’s alpha 
Section I 0.83 
Section II 0.24 
 
Linear regression results. For the demographic items, age was the first 
predictor variable, as reflected in Table 9. The results revealed a statistically significant 
coefficient of determination between age and each Association PD activity, such as 
participation in national and chapter conferences. The strongest of the relationships 
were webinars (R2 = 0.038) and Association workshops (R2 = 0.016). Overall, the 
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values for age as the predictor variable suggested that it is a significant determinant of 
Association members’ participation in PD activities. With regard to the ANOVA 
statistic, webinars was the only variable that yielded a significant score (p = 0.016). 
Table 9 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Age and Participation in Association Professional 
Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.045 0.002* 0.304 0.582 
Chapter conferences 154 0.100 0.010* 1.528 0.218 
Professional development institutes 150 0.050 0.002* 0.365 0.547 
Association workshops 155 0.126 0.016* 2.478 0.118 
Chapter workshops 155 0.088 0.008* 1.201 0.275 
Webinars 154 0.194 0.038* 5.923 0.016* 
Website visitation 154 0.042 0.002* 0.271 0.604 
Social media engagement 154 0.057 0.003* 0.500 0.481 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
The investigator analyzed race and gender together with participation in 
Association PD activities (see Table 10). This sorting of the independent variables 
reduced errors that might occur when each variable is regressed individually. For race 
and gender, statistically significant correlations were found for each of the categories, 
including national conferences (R2 = 0.002), chapter conferences (R2 = 0.009), and 
chapter workshops (R2 = 0.023). None of the ANOVA results yielded statistically 
significant measures for race and gender. 
Number of years working in the GEM sector and number of years as a member 
of the Association were combined to determine whether there was a correlation between 
these variables and participation in Association-sponsored PD activities. PD institutes 
(R2 = 0.002) and website visitation (R2 = 0.049; see Table 11) were statistically 
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significant. All but one of the criterion variables attained statistical significance on the 
ANOVA test. 
Table 10 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Race and Gender and Participation in Association Professional 
Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.041 0.002* 0.125 0.883 
Chapter conferences 154 0.096 0.009* 0.707 0.495 
Professional development institutes 150 0.170 0.029* 2.182 0.116 
Association workshops 155 0.156 0.024* 1.904 0.152 
Chapter workshops 155 0.153 0.023* 1.819 0.166 
Webinars 154 0.030 0.001* 0.067 0.935 
Website visitation 154 0.064 0.004* 0.314 0.731 
Social media engagement 154 0.129 0.017* 1.285 0.280 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
With regard to the correlation between the highest degree earned and field of 
study of highest degree in relation to participation in Association PD activities (Table 
12), all of the results were statistically significant, with PD institutes (R2 = 0.029), 
website visitation (R2 = 0.028), and webinars (R2 = 0.025) yielding the strongest 
correlations. Although none of the ANOVA results were significant, national 
conferences and social media engagement yielded the highest scores. 
For job category, length in current job, and staff supervision, more than half the 
job-related predictor variables were significantly correlated with participation in 
Association PD, as shown in Table 13. The statistically significant results include 
national conferences (R2 = 0.003), webinars (R2 = 0.02), and social media engagement 
(R2 = 0.005). Three out of eight criterion variables were found to be significant on the 
ANOVA test, including chapter conferences (p = 0.026). 
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Table 11 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Years in Graduate Enrollment Management and Years as a 
Member of the Association and Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.236 0.056 4.472 0.013* 
Chapter conferences 154 0.268 0.072 5.861 0.004* 
Professional development institutes 150 0.122 0.002* 1.119 0.329 
Association workshops 155 0.293 0.086 7.155 0.001* 
Chapter workshops 155 0.275 0.075 6.195 0.003* 
Webinars 154 0.278 0.077 6.309 0.002* 
Website visitation 154 0.222 0.049* 3.918 0.022* 
Social media engagement 154 0.275 0.076 6.183 0.003* 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
Table 12 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Highest Degree and Field of Study of Highest Degree 
Obtained, and Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.016 0.0001* 0.019 0.981 
Chapter conferences 154 0.143 0.007* 1.567 0.212 
Professional development institutes 150 0.171 0.029* 2.210 0.113 
Association workshops 155 0.107 0.012* 0.889 0.413 
Chapter workshops 155 0.142 0.020* 1.572 0.211 
Webinars 154 0.157 0.025* 1.900 0.153 
Website visitation 154 0.168 0.028* 2.183 0.116 
Social media engagement 154 0.022 0.0001* 0.036 0.965 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
For institutional type and Carnegie classification, all of the relationships had a 
statistically significant correlation except for Association workshops (Table 14). The 
ANOVA results for Association workshops (p = 0.013) and chapter workshops 
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(p = 0.032) were the only two significant criterion variables for institution type and 
Carnegie classification. 
Table 13 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Job Category, Length of Current Job, and Staff Supervision and 
Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.054 0.003* 0.149 0.930 
Chapter conferences 154 0.244 0.060 3.176 0.026* 
Professional development institutes 150 0.083 0.007* 0.336 0.800 
Association workshops 155 0.245 0.060 3.201 0.025* 
Chapter workshops 155 0.263 0.069 3.749 0.012* 
Webinars 154 0.142 0.020* 1.033 0.380 
Website visitation 154 0.139 0.019* 0.981 0.403 
Social media engagement 154 0.074 0.005* 0.273 0.845 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
Table 14 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Institution Type and Carnegie Classification and Participation 
in Association Professional Development (N = 163)  
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.077 0.006* 0.452 0.637 
Chapter conferences 154 0.096 0.009* 0.705 0.496 
Professional development institutes 150 0.050 0.002* 0.183 0.833 
Association workshops 155 0.236 0.056 4.485 0.013* 
Chapter workshops 155 0.211 0.044* 3.536 0.032* 
Webinars 154 0.090 0.008* 0.619 0.540 
Website visitation 154 0.166 0.028* 2.135 0.122 
Social media engagement 154 0.120 0.014* 1.095 0.337 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
Related to the correlation between total student enrollment and total graduate 
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student enrollment and participation in Association PD, all but two of the PD activities 
were significant (see Table 15). Website visitation was the highest (R2 = 0.049), 
followed by national conferences (R2 = 0.008) and chapter workshops (R2 = 0.008). 
Three predictor variables showed significance for the ANOVA: webinars (p = 0.010), 
website visitation (p = 0.023), and social media engagement (p = 0.006). 
All of the correlations between U.S. geographic region and PD activities were 
statistically significant, with chapter conferences (R2 = 0.034) and chapter workshops 
(R2 = 0.033) yielding the strongest scores (see Table 16). For the ANOVA, national 
conferences (p = 0.050) were among those activities that produced significant scores. 
Table 15 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Total Student Enrollment and Total Graduate Student 
Enrollment and Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.089 0.008* 0.602 0.549 
Chapter conferences 154 0.047 0.002* 0.169 0.844 
Professional development institutes 150 0.023 0.001* 0.038 0.963 
Association workshops 155 0.083 0.007* 0.530 0.590 
Chapter workshops 155 0.089 0.008* 0.603 0.549 
Webinars 154 0.243 0.059 4.721 0.010* 
Website visitation 154 0.221 0.049* 3.874 0.023* 
Social media engagement 154 0.257 0.066 5.343 0.006* 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
The investigator also conducted a linear regression for PDGEM Survey Section 
I, Support for and Knowledge of Professional Development Opportunities (Table 17), 
which produced a mean scale score of 2.8 (the range was 1 to 5). This scale produced 
significant correlations with all of the criterion variables except social media 
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engagement. Selected results included PD institutes (R2 = 0.047) and Association 
workshops (R2 = 0.034). None of the ANOVA results for this section were statistically 
significant. 
Table 16 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for U.S. Geographic Region and Participation in Association 
Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.157 0.025* 3.890 0.050* 
Chapter conferences 154 0.183 0.034* 5.278 0.023* 
Professional development institutes 150 0.030 0.001* 0.130 0.719 
Association workshops 155 0.145 0.021* 3.286 0.072 
Chapter workshops 155 0.181 0.033* 5.199 0.024* 
Webinars 154 0.050 0.002* 0.377 0.540 
Website visitation 154 0.0001 0.0001* 0.000 0.995 
Social media engagement 154 0.075 0.006* 0.869 0.353 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
Table 17 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment 
Management Section I: Support for and Knowledge of Professional Development Opportunities and 
Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.161 0.026* 0.796 0.554 
Chapter conferences 154 0.155 0.024* 0.730 0.602 
Professional development institutes 150 0.217 0.047* 1.423 0.219 
Association workshops 155 0.185 0.034* 1.059 0.386 
Chapter workshops 155 0.232 0.022* 1.701 0.138 
Webinars 154 0.120 0.014* 0.429 0.828 
Website visitation 154 0.146 0.021* 0.642 0.668 
Social media engagement 154 0.226 0.051 1.594 0.165 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
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Linear regression analysis of PDGEM Survey Section II, Attitudes and Beliefs 
About Professional Development: Individual and Institutional, produced a mean scale 
score of 2.31 (the range was 1 to 5), and five out of eight PD activities showed 
statistical significance, including attending webinars (R2 = 0.041) and chapter 
workshops (R2 = 0.035). The ANOVA results with significance included national 
conferences (p = 0.028) and website visitation (p = 0.012; see Table 18).  
Table 18 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment 
Management Section II: Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional Development: Individual and 
Institutional and Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 155 0.301 0.090* 2.449 0.028* 
Chapter conferences 154 0.189 0.036* 0.904 0.494 
Professional development institutes 150 0.235 0.055 1.391 0.222 
Association workshops 155 0.169 0.029* 0.727 0.629 
Chapter workshops 155 0.187 0.035* 0.893 0.502 
Webinars 154 0.202 0.041* 1.040 0.402 
Website visitation 154 0.323 0.068 2.856 0.012* 
Social media engagement 154 0.304 0.092 0.541 0.660 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
The investigator conducted a linear regression analysis of the results for Item 55 
in PDGEM Survey Section VII to determine whether a supervisor’s recommendation to 
pursue PD correlates with frequent participation in various Association PD activities 
(see Table 19). In this case, although all of the values were significantly correlated, 
none of the ANOVA results were. 
In sum, for Research Question 3 demographic factors such as age, race, gender, 
and highest degree had an impact on whether respondents participated in Association 
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PD events or not. Practitioners who hailed from some regions of the United States, such 
as the Northeast, participated in national and regional PD more often than those in other 
regions. In addition, variables such as supervisor support for PD and availability of 
institutional funds were influential in determining whether members participated in 
Association PD.  
Table 19 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Supervisor Recommending Professional Development and 
Participation in Association Professional Development (N = 163) 
Professional development activity n R R2 F ANOVA 
National conferences 147 0.640 0.004* 0.594 0.442 
Chapter conferences 147 0.670 0.005* 0.653 0.420 
Professional development institutes 147 0.078 0.006* 0.874 0.351 
Association workshops 147 0.085 0.007* 1.044 0.309 
Chapter workshops 147 0.007 0.000* 0.008 0.931 
Webinars 147 0.092 0.008* 1.226 0.270 
Website visitation 147 0.001 0.000* 0.000 0.990 
Social media engagement 147 0.097 0.009* 1.368 0.244 
Note. ANOVA = Analysis of variance. 
* p = .05 
Certain factors also predicted participation in specific Association PD activities. 
For example, new practitioners were more likely to attend both on-site and online PD 
and to access the Association website and social media sites more often than veteran 
practitioners. Respondents from private institutions also participated in PD activities at 
higher levels than their colleagues at public or for-profit institutions. For Section I of 
the PDGEM, the investigator found that if respondents felt supported in their pursuit of 
PD and were knowledgeable about PD activities offered, they were more likely to 
attend both on-site and online Association PD. For Section II, if practitioners received 
financial support and were able to use work time to participate, they attended 
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conferences and workshops. Overall, the survey results showed that demographic factors 
and conditions, such as age and highest degree earned, influenced the level of 
participation of GEM practitioners in Association PD activities. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion  
Discussion of Results 
The purpose of this applied dissertation study was to examine the PD patterns 
among members of a national GEM organization. As such, the investigation (a) 
measured the extent to which GEM administrators participated in Association and non-
Association PD, and (b) determined whether specific factors, such as personal and 
career background and other characteristics, influenced their participation in PD 
activities. Relevant to the discussion and interpretation of the results is the lower-than-
expected response rate, which limits the extent to which the findings can be generalized 
to the Association population. 
By all available indications, this study was the first to examine the effects of this 
instrument on this population. More specifically, the PDGEM was among the first 
instruments to assess the PD experiences and preferences of GEM practitioners who 
hold membership in the Association. Although three other representative studies on PD 
for student affairs professionals—specifically Stafford (2012), Roberts (2005), and 
Fishbeck (2006)—can be used as reference points for interpreting the PDGEM results, 
none of these directly or fully addressed levels of participation in PD among GEM 
professionals. Only Stafford’s (2012) study on student affairs practitioners’ beliefs and 
experiences about PD was the most relevant and useful in shaping the counterpart 
section of the PDGEM. Therefore, the PDGEM probably broke new ground in 
examining GEM practitioners’ PD participation, which is an area in need of further 
research. 
Participants’ demographic information. Most PDGEM participants had been 
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working in the GEM field for 6 to 10 years, before GEM was a recognized sector of 
EM, and had held membership in the Association for 3 to 5 years. On the whole, the 
majority of respondents were between 20 and 39 years old. Two-thirds were Caucasian, 
and a very low percentage were African American, Hispanic or Latino, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, or Asian. In addition, more female than male participants 
responded to the PDGEM. The overwhelming majority also supervised up to three staff 
members, and by far the master’s degree was the highest level of education, with only a 
small number of respondents holding a doctoral degree. This snapshot of the 
respondents suggests that the findings were generated by younger to mid-career 
master’s-level professionals with moderate levels of supervision experience.  
It is therefore likely that the PDGEM respondents focused more on applied or 
practical GEM areas such as marketing, recruitment, advising, registration, financial 
aid, and staff management, and less on the data-analysis and strategic-planning 
components of GEM. The evidence for this rests largely with the results indicating that 
a majority had a minimal interest in the institutional-research and statistical-analysis 
aspects of EM, and there is a good chance that upper-level administrators or the internal 
research offices at their institutions handle this function. There are several implications 
here for new and middle management staff members, as it is reasonable to expect that 
many are focused on advancing their careers and seeking, from their supervisors, 
mentoring and support for their PD pursuits. Earning a doctorate can also be included in 
these goals, as the terminal degree is a gateway to higher levels of responsibility; 
however, those with terminal degrees appear to be underrepresented in the Association 
and, perhaps, in the field at large. Overall, these findings amplify the need to diversify 
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the Association and promote PD and advanced education among the members in order 
to ensure that all professionals are fully prepared to carry out the broad cross-section of 
responsibilities within GEM. 
The majority of PDGEM respondents reported that their highest degree was in 
the education field, with most likely holding a master’s degree in areas such as college 
student personnel, higher education administration, or counseling. As younger members 
of the profession, their mid-career level status, as noted earlier, may indicate a higher 
level of need for PD than is currently offered by institutions and the Association. The 
fact that the PDGEM respondents were mostly early- to mid-career professionals with 
little supervisory experience and master’s degrees may again indicate that, perhaps, the 
GEM sector needs to do more to assist in the professional growth and advancement of 
its members. Opportunities such as mentorship programs can be effective in building 
skill sets and fostering the career development of younger GEM professionals. 
Regarding institutional type and location, a third of the PDGEM respondents 
were from private, nonprofit colleges and universities in the northeastern United States. 
This suggests that GEM is prevalent at these institutions and could be a starting point 
for expanding the range of PD opportunities for Association members from the 
Northeast. Public colleges and universities, on the other hand, were represented less in 
number than private schools, and very few were for-profit institutions. This finding is 
relatively consistent with the institutional classifications of the overall Association 
population, that is, a little more than one-half and one-third of the members are from 
private institutions and public institutions respectively. Only five members of the 
Association hailed from for-profit schools, which, interestingly, was the same number 
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responding to the PDGEM survey. Overall, the representation of private, public, and 
for-profit institutions in the Association suggests that there may be differing sets of 
needs in relation to the kinds of PD offered. For example, because for-profit institutions 
may operate more like corporations (Deming, Goldin, & Katz, 2011), the PD 
opportunities available through the Association may not be as relevant because they are 
geared more to the existing EM models of traditional nonprofit colleges and 
universities.  
Because research is just beginning on GEM models and their applications across 
private, public, and for-profit institutions, more studies are needed. The Association’s 
Research Committee recently began to formalize the definition of GEM based on case 
studies from various colleges and universities across the United States (C. Connor, 
personal communication, February 25, 2015). According to a recent report by the 
Research Committee, GEM is an “integrated interdependence” model for many 
institutions in that each area of the EM funnel builds on the previous component, from 
admissions to matriculation to alumni status. The interdependent aspect reveals how the 
separate departments within EM, such as admissions and financial aid, rely on each 
other in their respective efforts to provide support for students. This emerging area of 
research represents a concerted effort to determine how various types of institutions are 
using GEM at their respective schools, which could influence how PD can be used to 
increase the effectiveness of GEM offices. 
Survey results. As revealed in the responses to Section I of the PDGEM survey, 
most respondents were moderately satisfied with their supervisor’s efforts to provide 
PD opportunities (the mean scale score was 2.8/5.0). A closer look at the items 
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composing this scale, however, suggests a clear distinction between supervisor support 
and institutional support for PD. Specifically, it appears that although supervisors are 
willing to support such efforts in spirit, they may lack the funding to make PD a reality 
for their staffs. This apparent contradiction raises several questions and issues related to 
improving staff preparation, staff retention, and the effectiveness of GEM offices. 
Overall, the findings for Section I survey results suggest that respondents would be 
more likely to participate in PD if supported by both their supervisor and institution, 
and that sufficient funding could be a catalyst for enhancing professional performance 
and overall institutional effectiveness. The dilemma, though, is where this funding will 
come from. 
Section II of the PDGEM survey addressed respondents’ attitudes and beliefs 
about PD, including whether they had a strong desire to pursue PD. A mean scale score 
of 2.31/5.0 indicated that they were moderately satisfied with the financial support for 
PD and the use of work time to pursue it. Within this scale, however, many indicated a 
high interest in PD, which may be a potential cause of frustration among those who 
would like to participate but who are not financially supported. This apparent gap 
represents a potentially fruitful area of focus for the Association in terms of increasing 
the number of low or shared-cost webinars and offering smaller, more affordable half- 
or one-day local workshops throughout the year to generate higher levels of 
participation in PD. 
About three-quarters of the respondents agreed that they understand the key 
knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to develop in the next 5 years as GEM 
practitioners, although about half may be a little unclear about some of the particulars. 
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This suggests that among practitioners who believe the Association’s PD offerings are 
necessary to their growth, there may be a strong desire for more educational 
programming focusing on these areas. Relative to Stafford’s (2012) results, which 
indicated that respondents knew how to use PD to advance their careers and network 
with other professionals, opportunities may exist for the Association to educate 
members about expanding their knowledge and skills and transitioning to higher levels 
of responsibility in the field. Stafford’s research and this study both pointed to the 
necessity of having supervisory support to pursue PD, and perhaps if the Association 
engaged in a campaign to raise awareness of PD, improvements might ensue. Thus, if 
supervisors have concrete information about the benefits of participating in Association-
sponsored PD, they may be more likely to secure and allocate funds for their staffs to 
attend conferences and other PD events. 
Among the contemporary higher education topics, the respondents indicated that 
retention practices are most important to their growth as GEM practitioners. This is, 
perhaps, not surprising, as the contemporary focus of retention in relation to student 
success and institutional performance measures is a topic of national conversation and 
concern across the country (Tinto, 2012). In addition to retention, admissions/ 
recruitment, marketing, and strategic planning were also deemed important, which may 
be a result of these functional areas being integral components of GEM and key factors 
in promoting student success. Perhaps Association PD efforts could be more geared to 
these aspects of the GEM process in order to improve relevance and overall member 
participation.  
As noted, of particular importance and concern is the finding indicating that 
conducting research is a low priority for the respondents. The GEM profession is a data-
111 
 
driven sector that relies heavily on research in areas such as setting and meeting 
enrollment goals, reconciling budgets and financial aid, promoting retention rates, and 
generating alumni engagement. This lack of interest may be due, in part, to the 
respondents being new to mid-career professionals who are still “learning the ropes” 
and acquiring on-the-job experience. It is also possible that many have not yet had the 
opportunity to be fully engaged in research, as master’s degree programs tend to be 
more practical and applied compared with doctoral-level study. The Association, too, 
tends to emphasize applied work as opposed to theory-to-practice research. This is 
evidenced by the lack of sessions on conducting formal research, which may be due to 
the scarcity of academic literature on the GEM sector.  
As for other areas considered to be relevant to professional practice, the majority 
of participants ranked ethics as most important in the category of GEM foundational 
knowledge (history, philosophy, and values of GEM were much lower). Respondents 
hold ethical practice in high regard, as a result of issues and concerns such as 
confidentiality of student records, which permeate the GEM profession. This is 
consistent with the findings of other studies on student affairs practitioners, such as 
Komives and Carpenter (2009) and Stafford (2012), and it provides a clear rationale for 
exploring further whether respondents would benefit from more Association PD 
activities focusing on ethical practice and principles. Similarly, the lack of interest in 
the history, philosophy, and values of GEM should also be addressed, as understanding 
the roots of the profession will provide a valuable perspective when attempting to 
interpret current trends. This appears to be true in the traditional student affairs field 
(Stafford, 2012), but because the philosophies and values of GEM are still evolving 
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these areas should be elevated to higher levels of importance in the profession. Overall, 
the findings indicate that the Association should seek to enhance members’ knowledge 
and awareness of ethical issues, foundations, and self-directedness in pursuing growth 
opportunities.  
Communication skills, negotiation skills, and team processes were rated highest 
in the personal foundations category, and may reflect the give-and-take nature of 
organizational politics. Bolman and Deal (2008) referred to this as the “political frame,” 
whereby parties with varying interests compete for power and influence and must 
negotiate their way through conflicts and the perceived need for change. Such matters 
may be more effectively managed through a strong personal foundation and 
communication, and negotiation skills that are essential to survival in the political 
context (Bolman & Deal, 2008), and could be additional areas the Association considers 
in promoting more effective practice through PD. 
The results for Section IV of the PDGEM survey indicated that more than half 
the respondents lacked a PD plan. A PD plan outlines specific goals related to PD, areas 
of interest, preference for on-site or online PD, short- and long-term career goals, and 
the timeframe (AACRAO, 2013b). Mrig, Fusch, and Cook (2014) observed that when 
PD plans are “intentional [and] clearly driven by strategic initiatives and goals” (p. 11) 
they promote staff retention. The lack of PD plans may also be one reason for the 
inconsistent participation in Association PD, given that those who lack a plan or interest 
in creating one may have mixed feelings about the benefits. This, again, points to the 
need for institutions to do more to promote PD among GEM professionals, because low 
support or insufficient funding may contribute to a lack of emphasis on establishing a 
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plan. Of those PDGEM respondents who had a PD plan, more said they knew what they 
needed to do to achieve their goals than not. Whereas the participants in Stafford’s 
(2012) study indicated that they were interested in the creation of PD plans, the 
Association has not yet provided guidance on the development or execution of PD 
plans. In view of this study’s findings, the Association could help its membership 
understand the purpose and function of PD plans, and may even develop a template as a 
guide.  
As revealed by the results of Section VII of the PDGEM survey, most 
participants said they did not participate in any PD at their institution, even though their 
supervisors recommended it. This may explain why participation in Association PD is 
higher than institutional PD, given that members seem to turn to the Association over 
their place of employment for such opportunities. Perhaps this is because the content of 
Association PD is specifically geared toward GEM professionals and therefore may be 
more relevant than general institutional PD. However, because members are unwilling 
to pay themselves for PD as a result of the lack of financial support from their 
institutions, the Association should consider developing strategies to increase overall 
participation. These could include lowering the cost of the annual national conference, 
providing fellowships for additional on-site PD events, or offering free workshops 
throughout the year. 
Overall, the most significant reasons provided by respondents for not 
participating in Association PD were lack of institutional funds, inconvenient time of 
year, and lack of relevance to everyday work. The latter reason relates to Association 
PD and is consistent with the findings of Komives and Carpenter (2009) and Fishbeck 
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(2006). Thus, the Association could schedule PD activities at many points throughout 
the year in order to further motivate member participation, offer low- or no-cost PD for 
members, and evaluate the activities to ensure there are salient takeaways that apply to 
members’ daily work. 
Research Question 1. Research Question 1 was, “How frequently do 
Association members participate in various professional development activities offered 
by the Association?” In sum, participation in Association PD was inconsistent; a small 
group of core members (about 30%) attended Association PD programs frequently, and 
the majority (about 70%) did so occasionally or not at all. Specific to on-site PD, a little 
more than one-quarter of the respondents attended a national conference once in the last 
5 years, and a little less than one-quarter did not go at all. The remaining 50% attended 
two to four or more times. The dichotomy of those who attended a national conference 
once in the last 5 years versus those who have never attended suggests a level of 
inconsistency in member participation in Association PD. This has the potential to 
negatively influence the growth of chapters and participation overall, and may affect the 
overall national levels of participation in PD. As things stand, if members are not 
inclined to participate in national PD, perhaps the Association should increase its 
outreach efforts and, through the chapters, encourage members to attend national 
events.  
In relation to participation in the Association mentorship program, only four 
respondents indicated that they served as a mentor or mentee, which likely reflects the 
fact that the program is fairly new. However, this finding is not inconsistent with the 
participation levels reported earlier in relation to mentoring at their institutions, where 
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most mentorship opportunities appear to be scarce or are perceived as lacking relevance 
or value. Regardless, the Association’s mentorship program could be an opportunity for 
professional and personal development, as it may provide career guidance and 
networking connections for newer GEM professionals outside of their institution. 
Mentoring can be an effective tool for building relationships and developing new staff 
(McCann, 2013), networking through PD (Stafford, 2012), and contributing to higher 
levels of participation in PD (Cooper & Miller, 1998). In sum, it would behoove the 
Association to further promote its mentorship program as a type of PD with long-term 
benefits. 
Regarding Association publications, the majority of respondents read the e- 
newsletters (34%) and Perspectives magazine (31%), and fewer (10%) read the GEM 
Research Advocate and Graduate Admissions Guide. This suggests a proclivity for the 
“lighter” and more practical publications over the more formal, theoretical ones. Thus, a 
correlation may exist between this inclination and the findings related to low interest in 
research, that is, the members tend to avoid reading publications based on data, the 
central focus of the Advocate. It may also speak to the fact that the e-newsletters and 
Perspectives are published once a monthly and quarterly, respectively, and e-mailed to 
the members. This distribution provides instant access to the publications, but such is 
not the case with the Research Advocate, which is fairly new and has only been 
published online, in winter and spring of 2014. Perhaps more consistency in the 
publishing schedule (e.g., adding summer and fall) would increase the readership base 
among members.  
With respect to the Association’s online PD, webinars represent a potentially 
effective strategy for addressing PD needs. They are a relatively new offering, 
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introduced to the Association in 2012. During the first year, there were two webinars, 
and in 2013 there were eight. In addition, although the latter part of 2013 had more 
webinars, most were internally focused and based on preparing a proposal to present at 
the next national conference. In early 2015, plans were underway for a more consistent 
webinar schedule. Perhaps if both national and regional webinars were offered more 
consistently and tailored to the larger and substantive GEM topics that are of interest to 
members, more would attend.  
Regarding visitation to the Association website, most respondents said they 
view it biweekly to monthly. Although the website design was updated within the last 2 
years, information such as calendars that show where graduate schools will be traveling 
to promote their programs is missing. A travel calendar is important to the membership 
because it can provide GEM practitioners advance notice of undergraduate fairs for 
which they might register during the fall travel season. More specifically, GEM offices 
can use the calendar to determine which events to attend to attract undergraduate 
students to their schools’ graduate programs. To increase traffic to the website, the 
Association could add content such as a travel calendar and disseminate a short online 
survey to members regarding their web-content preferences.  
In addition to the website, member participation in other online PD, such as 
social media, is also low; with almost half the respondents reported never using the 
Association-related social media sites such as Facebook, Twitter, or LinkedIn. This 
could be because of a lack of knowledge, interest, or time to engage with a professional 
organization through social media. Perhaps the Association could run polls or contests, 
or actively engage members by asking questions through social media outlets. LinkedIn 
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especially could be used more frequently, with discussion questions posted on the group 
page and incentives to maximize the number of LinkedIn connections within GEM. It 
would also allow members to endorse each other for skills and provide 
recommendations for former colleagues, which could positively influence the job search 
process.  
Research Question 2. Research Question 2 was, “How frequently do 
Association members participate in various non-Association professional development 
activities?” Overall, the respondents participated in on-site PD sponsored by non-
Association organizations as often as they did for Association on-site PD. For online 
activities, however, non-Association PD events were more frequently attended. The less 
frequent online PD offered by the Association may be eclipsed by the more frequent 
online PD offered by other related organizations. 
Almost half the PDGEM respondents said they did not participate in another 
GEM-related or student affairs organization, such as AACRAO, NASPA, and ACPA. 
Across student affairs organizations, including the Association, this could be due to a 
lack of desire, time, and funds, as these were some of the reasons provided by 
participants for not participating in PD. Of those who participated in other 
organizations, very few were NASPA or ACPA members, and some were AACRAO 
members. Instead, many participants indicated that they participate in PD from 
organizations other than those listed above, which may speak to member preferences 
that go beyond the GEM sector. Although the investigator is speculating, these could 
include the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators, the American 
Educational Research Association, and the Association for the Study of Higher 
Education. 
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About 40 participants (23.9%) served on committees or boards or volunteered 
with other related professional organizations, similar to the levels of involvement in the 
counterpart entities of the Association. Additionally, most participants had not attended 
another organization’s national conference in the last 5 years. The same was true for 
attendance at chapter conferences, which may not be fully relevant or of high interest to 
the members’ work.  
PDGEM respondents read Association publications more frequently than 
publications from other professional organizations. Newsletters and magazines had the 
highest readership for both Association and non-Association publications; however, 
78% of the respondents read Association newsletters and magazines, whereas 35% read 
the same types of publications by non-Association organizations. Fewer participants 
read GEM-related journals and books, which could be a factor in the apparent lack of 
GEM practitioners publishing academic literature. Because the GEM sector is emerging 
and a modicum of academic research exists, practitioners may have a more limited 
knowledge base in terms of theoretical frameworks, models, and concepts from which 
to build on and develop. Thus, fewer incentives may exist for generating studies that 
add to the overall literature.  
Regarding frequency of participation in non-Association online PD, participants 
reported attending webinars provided by non-Association organizations more frequently 
than those from the Association. Perhaps the short, online PD format provided by 
organizations other than the Association appeals to members, and the Association 
should consider emulating what works for other related professional organizations. The 
digital approach may be appealing because practitioners can spend less time away from 
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their full-time jobs if the PD opportunity is brief yet valuable. With respect to other 
organizations’ social media, almost half said they never engaged in it, the same portion 
that never engage in Association social media. Perhaps this lack of engagement is due 
to some members not using social media for personal use or not wanting to engage with 
it for professional purposes.  
Research Question 3. Research Question 3 was, “What factors—demographic, 
support for and knowledge of PD, attitudes and beliefs about PD, and supervisor 
recommendation of PD—are predictive of member participation in professional 
development offered by the Association?” Among the strongest factors were age, race, 
and gender; these provide a good starting point for the Association to move toward 
tailoring PD to promote access, participation, and relevant offerings that meet the needs 
of a broad cross-section of members.  
Age is strongly correlated with member attendance in Association PD activities, 
and one can assume that those age 30 to 59 are most likely to participate in Association 
PD. Extending this logic, it is probably true that those younger than 30 or 60 and older 
are less likely to attend, but this connection remains unclear because of the small 
number of individuals who responded to the survey. Nonetheless, the findings indicate 
that younger professionals are interested in PD but that limited departmental budgets 
may contribute to their inability to participate. For veteran professionals, relevance and 
practical value may be strong considerations for participating. Thus, in considering both 
groups and their unique circumstances, there appears to be a window of opportunity for 
the Association to design PD sessions that meet their respective needs through low-cost 
delivery and assurance of meaningful content.  
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Race and gender were also strong predictors of participation in Association PD. 
This finding likely reflects the fact that most of the PDGEM respondents were 
Caucasian females. Although tentative, this finding provides the Association with 
baseline information regarding those who are the most and least likely to participate in 
PD activities. The Association should, therefore, consider focusing its efforts in 
reaching out to minority and male members to ensure that PD is relevant on both 
professional and personal levels. In so doing, the Association would be taking a 
leadership role in promoting diversity as well as career advancement and personal 
growth within the profession. Institutions would also benefit from increased job 
performance and overall effectiveness in serving students in all phases of the GEM 
continuum.  
Institution type, Carnegie classification, total enrolled students, and total 
graduate students were also fairly strong predictors of participation in Association PD. 
Because more than half of the PDGEM respondents work at private nonprofit 
institutions, PD sessions could be tailored to such issues as the contemporary calls for 
greater accountability amid budget cuts and changing delivery models (Selingo, 2013). 
One can also infer that schools with large numbers of students may have more funding, 
staff, and other resources to participate in PD, whereas smaller institutions may not. 
Thus, those who hail from larger schools may have the resources to participate in 
national conferences more often than those from smaller schools. Based on the 
investigator’s interactions with the Research Committee and other members of the 
Association, institutions’ needs vary based on their size, which again provides an 
opportunity for the Association to establish PD sessions that are accessible and specific 
to a range of institutional types. 
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Highest degree earned and field of study of highest degree were also significant 
predictors of participation in Association PD activities. Most respondents held a 
master’s degree in the education field, which directly relates to their work in GEM. In 
examining the findings and Association membership data, one could infer that 
education levels and areas of study may have limits, as most professionals learn on the 
job. Thus, PD offerings such as conferences may be highly valuable if the Association 
is able to determine specific needs based on what practitioners believe to be most 
pertinent to their professional roles. Continuing education credits could also be made 
available for those seeking advancement opportunities or pay increases. At present, the 
Association is developing a GEM certificate program to develop skills of members and 
nonmembers in the field. This program will provide specialized training in selected 
areas and will help formalize the sector and establish the Association as the premier 
GEM organization.  
Geographic area also influences participation in Association PD, with some 
regional chapters offering PD activities more frequently than others. Some of the 
chapters, including New England and Texas, provide more consistent PD such as 
conferences and webinars. Thus, practitioners who live in these areas may be more 
likely to participate in chapter PD because their organizations are more local, active, 
and, likely, affordable. It is also possible that practitioners prefer regional on-site events 
to national ones, because the former require less time out of the office, less money, and 
less traveling.  
Although some of the other variables were not predictive of member 
participation in PD, these, too, contribute to the overall findings. For instance, years in 
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GEM and the Association, job category, length of time at current job, and supervisory 
responsibilities are possible indicators that experience and wisdom lessen the desire for 
additional PD. Perhaps as seasoned professionals, these individuals could be tapped to 
serve as mentors, conference presenters, and Association leaders. More research is 
needed to understand why these factors were not strong predictors of respondents’ 
participation in Association PD.  
Conclusions 
This study provided insight into on-site and online PD and identified the 
background and demographic factors that predict participation in Association PD. 
Overall, the most likely group to participate in Association PD is, on average, 30 years 
old, Caucasian, female, and at the midpoint of their careers. Most have master’s degrees 
and are from the northeastern United States. Based on the PDGEM results, the key 
conclusions are as follows. 
Cost is a factor in determining the extent to which GEM practitioners 
participate in Association-sponsored PD activities. Although supervisors are likely to 
be supportive of staff PD, the current fiscal climate in higher education may limit such 
participation. This is a potentially serious concern for the Association, and it should 
explore cost-saving measures and options.  
On-site PD is more popular than online PD. Attendance is higher at events 
such as national and regional conferences, and webinars and use of Association social 
media outlets is lower. This may reflect the fact that the latter are relatively recent 
developments that have not yet been offered consistently by the Association. It may also 
point to members’ preference for in-person events over virtual ones, including 
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participation in other professional organizations’ online and on-site PD. 
National conferences are the best-attended PD activity offered by the 
Association. National conferences are the flagship annual event for the organization 
and draw the largest number of attendees of any PD event. The conference has been 
offered annually for the last 27 years, and the array of presentation topics and formats 
attract members. Other on-site offerings, such as regional conferences and PD institutes, 
are more specialized by region or career level, and may attract fewer members because 
of the location or perceived limited relevance of the content to their work. 
Relevance appears to be an important factor in members’ decisions to 
participate in Association PD. The results showed that if the PD content was 
applicable to GEM practitioners’ everyday work, they were more likely to attend the 
event. This is an area that the Association could develop further to determine how to 
offer the most relevant PD.  
Respondents are more likely to read informal, practitioner-based 
publications over more formal, research-based ones. Because the GEM sector is 
fairly new and not yet well established in academia, the practical concepts and concrete 
takeaways that characterize the publications focusing on applied work and best 
practices align more with member preferences. These how-to articles and other written 
pieces can often be found in the e-newsletter or news magazine.  
Conducting research on GEM is a low priority for Association members. As 
alluded to above, members do not appear to have a strong interest in GEM research, 
which may be because the body of literature is still evolving and has yet to be more 
embedded in the culture of the Association and the field in general. In addition, few 
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publications or academic resources are devoted to GEM, which further reinforces the 
need for more scholarly research on GEM-specific topics.  
Association members attend PD offered by the Association at a higher rate 
than the related offerings by student affairs organizations such as AACRAO, 
NASPA, and ACPA. This could be because the Association is the only organization 
geared specifically to GEM practitioners, rather than to the larger student affairs 
population, which is rooted in undergraduate educational programs and practices.  
Implications of the Findings 
This study’s results identified the conditions and factors that contribute to 
participation in GEM PD activities. Overall, the findings revealed inconsistent 
participation in Association PD due, in large measure, to a lack of funding and, perhaps, 
factors related to career goals, relevance of PD, and logistics. For the profession as a 
whole, the inconsistent participation has the potential to negatively influence not only 
the development of GEM practitioners and growth of the sector, but also the preparation 
needed for GEM practitioners to successfully assist students throughout the EM 
process. 
The survey respondents’ apparent indifference to conducting research is of 
concern, and if GEM practitioners are not actively engaged in adding to the knowledge 
base and literature focusing on best practices, the growth of the profession may be 
hindered. A lack of grounding in academic literature may also weaken the efforts of the 
Association to formalize GEM as a significant player in EM as a whole. Overall, more 
research will benefit the profession as well as the Association as it looks to become the 
quintessential, first-choice organization for GEM practitioners.  
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Similarly, if financial support for participation in PD on the departmental and 
institutional level is not provided, practitioners will be at a disadvantage in acquiring 
new knowledge and skills that directly apply to their work. A lack of participation in PD 
could have a negative effect on applicants and students because GEM practitioners 
would not have the full range of skills, values, and ongoing training necessary to 
effectively serve them. This might also lead to lower participation rates in Association 
PD efforts and overall involvement in other areas such as leadership and service on 
behalf of the membership.  
Recommendations for the Association 
Review and improve the procedures for collecting and maintaining member 
demographic records. The Association maintains a current database of its members 
that includes length of membership, institution, highest degree earned, and so forth. 
However, the overall organization and taxonomy of the demographic and other 
categories require improvement. For instance, the Association should expand the 
indicators for race and ethnicity in its records to reflect the diversity of its membership. 
In addition, keeping membership data complete and updating it frequently would ensure 
the most accurate statistics.  
Encourage more research to ground GEM in academic literature. Although 
GEM is a fairly new sector of student affairs, no exclusive academic journal for it 
exists. Although notable publications exist, such as Williams (2008) and Campbell and 
Smith (2014), the range of existing journal articles on GEM is relatively small. The 
Association should strongly consider creating a peer-reviewed academic journal 
devoted exclusively to GEM, which would ground the sector in a focused literature base 
126 
 
while building the profile and knowledge of GEM and the Association.  
Develop standards for the GEM sector through CAS. In an effort to 
formalize GEM, the Association should petition CAS to have it established as a 
recognized functional area within higher education. In doing so, standards related to 
GEM could be developed and solidified by the Association and its membership in such 
areas as mission, learning outcomes, use of technology, equity and access, legal 
considerations, and organizational and external relations (CAS, 2013). CAS also offers 
guidelines for institutional self-evaluation, which would be a valuable tool for 
promoting effective professional practice.  
Diversify membership and overall Association demographics. Overall, more 
females than males are Association members, which may reflect the makeup of the 
GEM profession as a whole. For this reason, the Association should work to establish a 
more balanced gender breakdown by reaching out to others from all regions. To 
increase the number of younger professionals, the Association could offer a discounted 
membership rate to those with 2 or less years in GEM. Greater representation of 
minority groups would also bring additional perspectives to the membership. 
Vary the time of year and/or location of PD events. Poll members about their 
preferred times and locations for the annual conference and other PD activities. Use 
smaller survey tools, such as polls on social media, to gather members’ preferences with 
respect to such issues. Members might provide new options that the Association board 
and committees had not considered for times and locations of conferences or institutes.  
Develop a template for a PD plan and hold a webinar on how to customize 
it. The Association could provide members with a template to create their own PD plan 
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and conduct a webinar to orient them to the document. The plan would consist of 
professional goals, on-site and online events the member would like to attend (including 
the timeframe for those events), and preferences for PD topics. Following the webinar, 
Association members could share their PD plans with one another to remain 
accountable; future conference sessions could also be geared toward the execution and 
evaluation of PD plans.  
Provide more online PD offerings. Given that PDGEM respondents reported 
that on-site and online PD were of equal value, the Association could offer more 
webinars consistently throughout the year. In addition to webinars, social media 
presence, including regular LinkedIn discussions, should be strongly considered. Here, 
LinkedIn could be used as a forum to raise questions among colleagues, to network, and 
to share best practices on topics such as recruiting international students. The 
Association could also poll its members about their web-content preferences and then 
use that feedback to enhance the website.  
Increase traffic to the Association website and social media outlets. The 
Association could engage members with the web content and drive them to social media 
in a larger way. It could accomplished by polling members about their preferences for 
workshop locations, posting “hot topics in GEM” on social media, and creating a link 
for conference proposal submissions on the Association website. 
Increase overall participation at conferences, workshops, and other on-site 
and online events. To increase membership in all areas of GEM (and not just 
admissions and recruitment), the Association leadership should diversify the content of 
its PD sessions and ask members and other professionals in the GEM sector for input on 
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content, format, timing, location, and other criteria. Those planning the PD events could 
also include salient takeaways in each session so that attendees can implement them on 
their campuses. Having concrete takeaways may also help in providing justification for 
attending a PD event if a supervisor questions the financial or time commitment.  
Grow the newly developed mentorship program. This initiative has much 
potential as a PD strategy, and it could be effective in providing career guidance for 
new professionals who may also not be receiving adequate mentoring at their 
institutions. The mentorship program could be used to build relationships between 
veteran and younger members and prepare leaders in the GEM profession.  
Increase diversity of members who serve on national and regional boards 
and committees. Ensuring that the Association leaders are representative of the 
membership would not only increase the opportunities for service but also expand the 
range of organizational initiatives and PD planning.  
Ensure that all on-site and online PD offerings are as relevant as possible. 
Perhaps by polling the members on social media to determine what is relevant to them 
and following up with short surveys after events, the Association could tailor contents 
for PD activities to specific member needs. Following the events, the Association could 
ask for member feedback to determine the relevance of the sessions to their work and 
overall career development.  
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations are “potential weakness or problems” (Creswell, 2012, p. 623) and 
often occur in quantitative research during the data-collection or analysis phases 
(Creswell, 2012). The limitations of this study rest largely with the validity and 
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reliability of the survey instrument; procedures for disseminating the survey, which 
likely contributed to the lower response rate; and the constraints on generalizing the 
findings to the larger GEM population.  
Stafford’s (2012) instrument, which was tailored to undergraduate student 
affairs professionals, was modified for this study to reflect the degree of PD 
involvement among GEM practitioners. The conversion of Stafford’s original mixed-
methods survey to a purely quantitative instrument was achieved through (a) field-
testing of both the original and new items to establish content validity and (b) providing 
measures of internal consistency for selected sections of the PDGEM. The quantitative 
elements of the original survey were not tested for validity and reliability, thus creating 
the need in this investigation for a pilot study and validity testing of the PDGEM. 
Stafford’s study had also not been replicated, which became a limitation for this study 
and may have been a factor in the low correlation scores between the predictor and 
criterion variables as revealed in the data analyses for Research Question 3.  
Limitations were also associated with the methodology, specifically the 
procedure for disseminating the PDGEM survey alongside the separate ANS. This was 
done to consolidate the effort as opposed to sending two surveys with two separate 
timelines. The challenges resulting from having both surveys sent at once were as 
follows: completion of both surveys took about 30 minutes, which may have deterred 
those with busy schedules; the PDGEM was placed after the ANS, which meant that 
participants could submit their ANS results without completing the PDGEM; and 
finally, the investigator was not able to customize the content or frequency of e-mails to 
members, because the survey reminders and other communications came from the 
130 
 
central Association office. All told, the placement and length of the PDGEM, as well as 
the inconsistent reminders, may have contributed to the low response rate.  
The third limitation of this study is the constraint of generalizing the findings to 
the larger GEM population. One hundred sixty-three Association members, or 11% of 
the total membership, responded to the survey. Although tentative conclusions about the 
results can be drawn, the relatively small number of respondents—who were of the 
Association population—serves as a qualifier and a reminder of the need for more 
studies on GEM and PD for GEM. Thus, caution must be exercised in drawing firm 
conclusions at this stage regarding the larger population of GEM practitioners. In 
addition, because the northeastern United States was heavily represented as a 
geographic area, more responses from other parts of the country are needed to provide a 
more accurate national perspective on members’ participation in PD.  
Recommendations for Future Research  
Shorten the PDGEM for future studies. Members might be more inclined to 
respond to a survey consisting of 35 to 40 items rather than 61 items. Among other 
things, a shorter survey might increase the response rate and applicability of the results 
to the population of GEM professionals. Incentives and marketing efforts should also be 
widely used to encourage more responses. Perhaps giveaways, such as an iPad, would 
appeal to potential participants.  
Conduct a mixed-methods study. Adding a qualitative component to the 
PDGEM, such as open-ended questions and semistructured interviews, would provide a 
more detailed view of what influences participants’ attitudes and beliefs about 
participation in PD. Areas that could be explored through interviews include 
131 
 
respondents’ perceptions of the current state of PD at their institutions, their thoughts 
and feelings about it, which PD activities are more relevant than others, how knowledge 
is used in daily work, and why GEM practitioners exhibit a low interest in conducting 
research related to their field. Here, levels of comfort with research, perceptions of 
current GEM research, and areas of research interest could be explored in more detail. 
Develop questions focusing on PD content, cost issues, and relevance. In 
terms of the survey itself, another recommendation is to ask participants about the 
content of PD activities. For example, items could be related to specific preferences for 
webinar topics, session presenters, and conference sessions. The survey could also 
include an item about which publications are most helpful or how session topics could 
be better tailored to respondents’ interests. Perhaps more of the survey could be devoted 
to exactly what is learned from PD and how it is used in GEM practitioners’ daily work. 
Further research could address how cost affects the ability of GEM practitioners 
to attend PD. A quantitative study could examine factors such as historical attendance 
based on past institutional support, comparisons of PD budgets from one college or 
university with another, and whether institutions and supervisors are more willing to 
financially support certain PD events over others.  
Other areas of focus could include the relevance of PD in GEM practitioners’ 
everyday work, and whether on-site or online PD activities are better suited for specific 
types of PD. Relevance needs to be operationally defined in relation to how concepts 
from PD may be applied to practitioners’ daily work. If there were a universal definition 
of relevance, supervisors might be more inclined to support their staff in attending 
Association PD.  
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Engage in collaborative research with student affairs organizations. Finally, 
if the Association were to collaborate with student affairs organizations such as 
AACRAO, NASPA, and ACPA, a broader look at factors that influence student affairs 
practitioners’ levels of participation in PD activities might be possible. Here, an 
understanding of the PD needs of GEM practitioners across the EM spectrum—both 
undergraduate and graduate—should be developed. This could then lead to further 
collaboration between organizations in meeting the PD needs of their respective 
members and the larger student affairs profession itself. 
Summary 
This study was among the first of its kind to explore GEM practitioners’ pursuit 
of and beliefs about PD. The results highlighted factors and conditions that influence 
the levels of participation in PD offered by the Association and other relevant 
organizations, and illuminated the variables that create the conditions for promoting 
participation. This study also adds to the limited body of academic literature on GEM, 
an emerging field that is just beginning to be formalized. In addition, the 
recommendations provided can be used by the Association in improving the overall 
range and quality of PD activities that will benefit the GEM profession as a whole. 
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Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey, which focuses on factors that 
influence participation of graduate enrollment management practitioners in professional 
development activities. The results will be used in conjunction with a dissertation study 
on this topic. 
 
There are 61 items in this survey, and completion time will take approximately 15-20 
minutes. All responses will be kept anonymous. You are able to complete a section, 
save it, and then return to complete the survey at a later time. Please note “PD” stands 
for professional development and “GEM” for graduate enrollment management. 
Demographic Information 
1. What is your age? 
 20-29 years 
 30-39 years 
 40-49 years 
 50-59 years 
 60-plus years 
2. What is your race? 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 American Indian/Alaskan Native 
 Asian 
 African American 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
 Caucasian 
 Prefer not to answer 
 Other 
3. Which do you most identity with? 
 Male 
 Female 
 Gender neutral 
 Prefer not to answer 
4. How many years have you worked professionally in graduate enrollment 
management? 
 Less than 1 year 
 1-2 years 
 3-5 years 
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years 
 Over 20 years 
5. How long have you been a member of the Association? 
 Less than 1 year 
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 1-2 years 
 3-5 years 
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years 
 Over 20 years 
6. What was your highest degree obtained? 
 High school diploma 
 Associate’s 
 Bachelor’s 
 Master’s 
 Doctorate 
 Other 
7. In what field of study was your highest degree obtained? 
 Education 
 Business 
 Arts and Sciences 
 Humanities and Social Sciences 
 Computer/Information Science 
 Health Professions 
 Law 
 Other 
8. In which category does your current position best fit? 
 Staff-level (counselor, administrator) 
 Ground-level (assistant/associate director, coordinator, manager) 
 Mid-level (assistant dean, director) 
 Senior leadership (dean, provost) 
9. How long have you held your current job?  
 Less than 1 year 
 1-2 years 
 3-5 years 
 6-10 years 
 11-20 years 
 Over 20 years 
10. How many staff members do you supervise? 
 None 
 1-3 
 4-6 
 7-9 
 10-plus 
11. What is your institution’s type? 
 Private (non-profit) 
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 Public 
 For-profit 
 Other 
 None 
12. What is your institution’s Carnegie classification? Please choose most 
applicable option. 
Doctoral University 
 Research University-Very High Research Activity 
 Research University-High Research Activity 
 Doctoral/Research University 
Master’s College/University 
 Master’s College and University-Larger Programs 
 Master’s College and University-Medium Programs 
 Master’s College and University-Smaller Programs 
Baccalaureate College 
 Baccalaureate College-Arts and Sciences 
 Baccalaureate College-Diverse Fields 
 Baccalaureate/Associate’s College 
Associate’s College 
 Associate’s College-Large 
 Associate’s College-Medium 
 Associate’s College-Small 
Special Focus Institution 
 Theological 
 Medical 
 Engineering/technology 
 Business/management 
 Art, music, design 
 Law 
 Other (maritime, military, etc.) 
Tribal College 
 Tribal College 
 Not sure of my institution’s classification 
13. How many total students are currently enrolled at your institution? 
 Less than 2,500 
 2,500-5,000 
 5,000-10,000 
 10,000-20,000 
 Over 20,000 
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14. How many graduate students are currently enrolled in your institution? 
 Less than 1,000 
 1,000-3,000 
 3,000-5,000 
 5,000-10,000 
 Over 10,000 
15. What is your institution’s geographic region in the United States? 
 Northeast 
 Mid-Atlantic 
 Southeast 
 Central Plains 
 Southwest 
 Northwest 
 West 
 AK, HI, or U.S. territories 
 Outside of the United States 
Section I—Support for and Knowledge of Professional Development Opportunities 
Please rate how satisfied you are with the following: 
16. Your supervisors’ efforts to provide professional development (PD) 
opportunities to you. 
 Extremely satisfied 
 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
17. The mentoring you currently receive from senior GEM administrators through 
your institution. 
 Extremely satisfied 
 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
18. Your access to professional learning and growth opportunities at your 
institution. 
 Extremely satisfied 
 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
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19. Your knowledge of career advancement opportunities in graduate enrollment 
management. 
 Extremely satisfied 
 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
20. Your own efforts to seek out and participate in professional development 
opportunities. 
 Extremely satisfied 
 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
Section II—Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional Development: Individual and 
Institutional 
Please rate how much you agree with the following: 
21. I have a strong desire to pursue professional development opportunities. 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
22. My institution provides financial support for my professional development 
opportunities. 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
23. I utilize my own funds to pay for my professional development opportunities. 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
24. My institution allows me to utilize work time to participate in professional 
development opportunities. 
 Strongly agree 
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 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
25. I utilize my personal time to participate in professional development 
opportunities. 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
26. I understand the key knowledge, skills, and abilities that I need to personally 
develop in the next five years as a graduate enrollment management practitioner. 
 Strongly agree 
 Somewhat agree 
 Neither agree nor disagree 
 Somewhat disagree 
 Strongly disagree 
Section III—Components of Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment 
Management 
Please identify the PD topics that you feel are most important to your growth as a 
graduate enrollment management practitioner (mark all that apply). 
27. Student Support: 
 Advising/helping students 
 Student learning/development theories 
 Adult learning theories 
 Retention practices 
28. Contemporary Higher Education Issues: 
 Admissions/recruitment 
 Alumni relations 
 Assessment 
 Conducting research 
 Program evaluation 
 Equality, inclusion, diversity 
 Legal aspects 
 Marketing 
 Strategic planning and budgeting 
 Online education 
 The role of faculty 
 Financial aid 
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29. Graduate Enrollment Management (GEM) Foundational Knowledge: 
 Ethical professional practice 
 History of GEM 
 Philosophy of GEM 
 Values of GEM 
30. Leadership and Management: 
 Understanding human and organizational resources 
 Being an effective leader 
 Being an effective supervisor 
 Understanding organizational politics 
31. Personal Foundations: 
 Self-integrity 
 Being self-directed 
 Being self-reflective 
 Presentation skills 
 Communication skills 
 Collaboration skills 
 Time management skills 
 Negotiating skills 
 Team processes 
 Technology competency 
Section IV—Professional Development Plans 
32. Have you created a professional development plan (goals, objectives, actions)? 
 Yes-If yes, please respond to item 33 only 
 No-If no, please respond to item 34 only 
33. If so, do you know what you need to do to achieve your plan? 
 Yes 
 No 
34. If you do not have a plan, why not? 
 Did not know about PD plans 
 Have not had time to create one 
 Do not believe it is valuable 
 Other 
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Section V—Participation and Involvement in Association Professional 
Development Activities 
A. Association Involvement and Professional Development 
Please indicate your current levels of involvement with the following Association-
related activities. 
35. Association leadership and involvement (mark all that apply): 
 Chapter membership 
 Chapter committee 
 Chapter board 
 National committee 
 National board 
 Volunteer (moderator, recorder, etc.) 
 None 
 Other 
36. Participation in the Association mentorship program-serve as a: 
 Mentor 
 Mentee 
 Neither 
37. Reading Association publications (mark all that apply): 
 E-news (email update) 
 Perspectives (newsmagazine, either paper or electronic version) 
 GEM Research Advocate (reports and membership survey results) 
 Graduate Admissions Guide (Association and Council of Graduate School’s 
publication) 
 Other 
 None 
B. Association On-Site Professional Development Activities 
Please indicate your frequency of involvement in Association on-site professional 
development activities (select one per question). 
38. National conference attendance in last five years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four or more times 
 Have not attended 
39. Chapter conference attendance in last three years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
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 Three times 
 Four or more times 
 Have not attended 
 Does not exist for my region 
40. PD institute attendance in last five years: 
 For new professionals 
 For veteran professionals 
 Both 
 None 
41. Attendance at Association-sponsored regional workshops in last five years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four or more times 
 Have not attended 
42. Association chapter workshops attendance in last five years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four or more times 
 Have not attended 
 Chapter workshops do not exist for my region 
C. Association Online Professional Development Activities 
Please indicate your frequency of involvement in Association online professional 
development activities (select one per question). 
43. Association webinar attendance in last three years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four or more times 
 Never 
44. Association website visitation: 
 Daily 
 Weekly 
 Biweekly 
 Monthly 
 About 6-11 times a year 
 About 1-5 times a year 
 Never 
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45. Use of Association-related social media (LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter, etc.) for 
PD? 
 Daily 
 Weekly 
 Biweekly 
 Monthly 
 About 6-11 times a year 
 About 1-5 times a year 
 Never 
Section VI—Other Organizations’ Professional Development 
Please indicate the types of PD that you currently utilize through organizations other 
than the Association. 
46. Please designate the GEM-related and/or student affairs organizations in which 
you are currently a member (mark all that apply): 
 American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers 
(AACRAO) 
 National Association for Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) 
 American College Personnel Association (ACPA) 
 Other 
 None-If none, please go to Section VII 
47. To what extent are you involved in other non-Association organizations (mark 
all that apply): 
 Membership-only 
 Committee/Commission/Task Force, etc. 
 Board 
 Volunteer 
 Other 
A. Non-Association On-Site Events and Involvements in One or More Other 
Organizations 
Please indicate the types of on-site PD that you currently utilize through 
organizations other than the Association. 
48. National conference attendance in last five years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four times 
 Five or more times 
 Have not attended 
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49. Regional conference attendance: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four times 
 Five or more times 
 Have not attended 
50. Reading of publications available through other organizations (mark all that 
apply): 
 Newsletters 
 Journals 
 Magazines 
 Books 
 Other 
B. Non-Association Online GEM-related Activities 
Please indicate the types of online PD that you currently utilize through 
organizations other than the Association. 
51. Webinar attendance in last five years: 
 Once 
 Twice 
 Three times 
 Four times 
 Five or more times 
 Never 
52. Website visitation: 
 Daily 
 Weekly 
 Biweekly 
 Monthly 
 About 6-11 times per year 
 About 1-5 times per year 
 Never 
53. Other organizations’ social media for PD purposes (LinkedIn, Facebook, 
Twitter, etc.): 
 Daily 
 Weekly 
 Biweekly 
 Monthly 
 About 6-11 times per year 
 About 1-5 times per year 
 Never 
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Section VII—Professional Development Overall 
54. Indicate your participation in GEM-related PD activities offered by your 
institution within the last three years (mark all that apply): 
 Workshops 
 Webinars 
 Guest speakers 
 Consultant visits 
 Mentorship program 
 Publications 
 Other 
 None 
55. Does the supervisor of your GEM department recommend professional 
development? 
 Yes 
 No 
56. What is the most significant reason you would participate in Association 
professional development? (please choose only one) 
 Individual growth 
 Relevance to your work 
 Networking 
 Location of event 
 Time of year event is held 
 Required by supervisor 
 Other 
57. What is the most significant reason you would not participate in Association 
professional development? (please choose only one) 
 Lack of time 
 Lack of funds 
 Lack of relevance to everyday work 
 Lack of interest 
 Inconvenient location of event 
 Inconvenient time of year that the event is held 
 Other 
58. Of the two, on-site or online PD offered by the Association, which one is more 
valuable to your work? 
 On-site 
 Online 
 Both are equally important 
59. Overall, how satisfied are you with the PD opportunities offered by the 
Association? 
 Extremely satisfied 
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 Very satisfied 
 Somewhat satisfied 
 Minimally satisfied 
 Not satisfied 
60. How relevant are the PD opportunities offered by the Association and its 
regional chapters to your everyday work? 
 Extremely relevant 
 Very relevant 
 Somewhat relevant 
 Minimally relevant 
 Not relevant 
61. How relevant are the PD opportunities offered by other non-Association 
organizations to your everyday work? 
 Extremely relevant 
 Very relevant 
 Somewhat relevant 
 Minimally relevant 
 Not relevant 
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Insert date here 
Dear Colleagues, 
  
Think about your profession. Think about your position and its role within your 
institution. Every day is different, and the issues you face today were not the issues you 
faced last year. Perhaps your responsibilities have changed, and you are doing more 
than ever before. What you need to grow in your career, and the new things you must 
understand are critical to you.  
 
The Association has changed too! As an organization, the Association has grown with 
you, changed with you, and experienced new challenges and new responsibilities. To 
continue to serve you, our members, we’d like to be sure we are growing and changing 
in the right direction. That’s why we would like to partner with you on a follow up to 
last year’s survey. It’s an opportunity to reflect and celebrate our past, while being 
mindful of the future. 
 
It’s about you. It’s your profession. Your career. Your Association. 
 
To complete the ANS, visit the following link: (removed for confidentiality)  
 
The ANS is a survey conducted by the Research Committee to assess the current state 
of the association and to see how we can better serve you in order to ensure that the 
Association is best meeting your professional needs. An important piece of this year’s 
survey is an opportunity to participate in a dissertation study centered on professional 
development and the Association.  
 
We appreciate you taking the time to fill out this survey. All participants will be able to 
enter into a drawing for one of two prizes: (1) registration for a conference of your 
choosing or (2) registration to a Professional Development Institute.  
  
Please complete this survey by Wednesday, May 14. 
  
Thank you! 
 
The Association Research Committee and the Association 
Contact information here 
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Results of Professional Development in Graduate Enrollment Management Survey  
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PDGEM Survey Section I: Support for and Knowledge of Professional Development 
Opportunities (N = 162) 
Please rate how satisfied you are with the following: n % 
16. Your supervisor’s efforts to provide PD opportunities.  
 Extremely satisfied 42 26.0 
 Very satisfied 40 24.7 
 Somewhat satisfied 49 30.2 
 Minimally satisfied 17 10.5 
 Not satisfied 14  8.6 
   
17. The mentoring you currently receive from senior GEM  
 administrators through your institution.  
 Extremely satisfied 14  8.6 
 Very satisfied 25 15.4 
 Somewhat satisfied 48 29.6 
 Minimally satisfied 32 19.9 
 Not satisfied 43 26.5 
   
18. Your access to professional learning and growth  
 opportunities at your institution. 
 Extremely satisfied 18 11.1 
 Very satisfied 41 25.3 
 Somewhat satisfied 57 35.2 
 Minimally satisfied 28 17.3 
 Not satisfied 18 11.1 
   
19. Your knowledge of career advancement opportunities  
 in GEM. 
 Extremely satisfied 14  8.6 
 Very satisfied 43 26.6 
 Somewhat satisfied 67  41.4 
 Minimally satisfied 24 14.8 
 Not satisfied 14  8.6 
   
20. Your own efforts to seek out and participate in PD  
 opportunities.  
 Extremely satisfied 33 20.3 
 Very satisfied 63 38.9 
 Somewhat satisfied 53 32.7 
 Minimally satisfied 10  6.2 
 Not satisfied 3  1.9 
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PDGEM Survey Section II: Attitudes and Beliefs About Professional Development: 
Individual and Institutional (N = 160) 
Please rate how much you agree with the following: n % 
21. I have a strong desire to pursue PD opportunities.   
 Strongly agree 108 67.5 
 Somewhat agree 34 21.3 
 Neither agree nor disagree 13  8.1 
 Somewhat disagree 5  3.1 
 Strongly disagree 0  0.0 
   
22. My institution provides financial support for my PD  
 opportunities. 
  
 Strongly agree 57 35.6 
 Somewhat agree 70 43.7 
 Neither agree nor disagree 12  7.5 
 Somewhat disagree 7  4.4 
 Strongly disagree 14  8.8 
    
23. I utilize my own funds to pay for my PD opportunities.   
 Strongly agree 9  5.6 
 Somewhat agree 25 15.6 
 Neither agree nor disagree 30 18.8 
 Somewhat disagree 25 15.6 
 Strongly disagree 71 44.4 
   
24. My institution allows me to utilize work time to participate in  
 PD opportunities. 
  
 Strongly agree 95 59.4 
 Somewhat agree 43 26.8 
 Neither agree nor disagree 15  9.4 
 Somewhat disagree 5  3.1 
 Strongly disagree 2  1.3 
   
25. I utilize my personal time to participate in professional  
 development opportunities. 
  
 Strongly agree 23 14.4 
 Somewhat agree 60 37.5 
 Neither agree nor disagree 29 18.1 
 Somewhat disagree 18 11.3 
 Strongly disagree 30 18.7 
   
26. I understand the key knowledge, skills, and abilities that I need  
 to personally develop in the next five years as a GEM  
 practitioner. 
  
 Strongly agree 36 22.5 
 Somewhat agree 86 53.8 
 Neither agree nor disagree 22 13.7 
 Somewhat disagree 11  6.9 
 Strongly disagree 5  3.1 
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PDGEM Survey Section III: Components of Professional Development in Graduate 
Enrollment Management (N = 163) 
Please identify the PD topics that you feel are most important to your growth 
as a graduate enrollment management practitioner (mark all that apply). n % 
27. Student Support   
 Advising/helping students 96 59 
 Student learning/development theories 37 23 
 Adult learning theories 46 28 
 Retention practices 125 77  
   
28. Contemporary Higher Education Issues    
 Admissions/recruitment 136 83 
 Alumni relations 57 35 
 Assessment 69 42  
 Conducting research  24 15 
 Program evaluation  71 44 
 Equality, inclusion, diversity 75 46 
 Legal aspects 57 35 
 Marketing 114 70 
 Strategic planning and budgeting 101 62 
 Online education  61 37 
 The role of faculty 45 28 
 Financial aid 71 44 
   
29. GEM Foundational Knowledge    
 Ethical professional practice 111 68 
 History of GEM 33 20 
 Philosophy of GEM 67 41 
 Values of GEM 95 58 
   
30. Leadership and Management    
 Understanding human & org. resources 95 58 
 Being an effective leader 123 75 
 Being an effective supervisor  95 58 
 Understanding organizational politics  96 59 
   
31. Personal Foundations   
 Self-integrity 50 31 
 Being self-directed 53 33 
 Being self-reflective  56 34 
 Presentation skills 77 47 
 Communication skills 87 53 
 Collaboration skills 73 45 
 Time management skills 77 47 
 Negotiating skills 87 53 
 Team processes 81 50 
 Technology competency  95 58 
164 
 
PDGEM Survey Section IV: Professional Development Plans 
Item and responses 
n of total 
sample % 
32. Have you created a professional development plan? (n = 156)   
 Yes 50 31 
 No 106 65 
   
33. If so, do you know what you need to do to achieve your plan? (n = 71)   
 Yes 56 34 
 No 15 9 
    
34. If you do not have a plan, why not? (n = 104)   
 Did not know about PD plans 31 19 
 Have not have time to create one 49 30 
 Do not believe it is valuable 5  3 
 Other 19 12 
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PDGEM Survey Section V-A: Members’ Frequency of Association Leadership Roles 
(N = 163) 
Please indicate your current levels of involvement with the following 
Association-related activities. n % 
35. Leadership role   
 Chapter membership 89 54.6 
 Chapter committee 12  7.4 
 Chapter board 16  9.8 
 National committee 9  5.5 
 National board 4  2.5 
 Volunteer 36 22.0 
 None  41 25.1 
 Other 9  5.5 
   
36. Serve as a mentor 3  1.8 
 Serve as a mentee 1  0.6 
 Neither 138 85.0 
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PDGEM Survey Section V-A: Association Involvement and Professional Development 
(cont.) 
Please indicate your current levels of involvement with the following 
Association-related activities.  n % 
37. Reading Association publications   
 Electronic news  128 78.0 
 Perspectives magazine 117 72.0  
 GEM Research Advocate 39 24.0  
 Graduate Admissions Guide 67 41.1  
 Other 7  4.3  
 None 15  9.2 
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PDGEM Survey Section V-B: Association On-Site Professional Development 
Activities  
Please indicate your frequency of involvement in Association on-site PD 
activities (select one per question).  n % 
38. National conference attendance in last five years (n = 155)   
 Once 40 25.8 
 Twice 26 16.8 
 Three times 29 18.7 
 Four or more times 26 16.8 
 Have not attended  34 21.9 
 
39. Chapter conference in the last three years (n = 154)   
 Once 21 13.6 
 Twice 21 13.6 
 Three times 15  9.8 
 Four or more times 12  7.8 
 Have not attended 65 42.2 
 Does not exist for my region  20 13.0 
    
40. PD institute attendance in last five years (n = 151)   
 For new professionals 19 12.6 
 For veteran professionals 12  7.9 
 Both 8  5.3 
 None 112 74.2 
   
41. Attendance at Association-sponsored regional workshops in last five  
 years (n = 155) 
  
 Once 17 10.9 
 Twice 8  5.2 
 Three times 7  4.5 
 None 123 79.4 
   
42. Association chapter workshops attendance in last five years (n = 155)   
 Once 10  6.5 
 Twice 13  8.4 
 Three times 7  4.5 
 Four or more times 5  3.2 
 Have not attended 93 60.0 
 Does not exist for my region  27 17.4 
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PDGEM Survey Section V-C: Association Online Professional Development 
Activities (N = 154) 
Please indicate your frequency of involvement in Association online PD 
activities (select one per question).  n % 
43. Association webinar attendance in last three years    
 Once 34 22.1  
 Twice 21 13.6 
 Three times 18 11.7 
 Four times 19 12.3 
 Have not attended  62 40.3 
 
44. Association website visitation    
 Daily 0  0.0 
 Weekly 6  3.9  
 Biweekly 8  5.2 
 Monthly 43 27.9 
 Six-11 times per year 41  26.6 
 One-five times per year 47 30.5 
 Never 9  5.8 
   
45. Use of Association-related social media for PD    
 Daily 2  1.3 
 Weekly 10  6.5 
 Biweekly 12  7.8 
 Monthly 20 13.0 
 Six-11 times per year 14  9.1 
 One-five times per year 21 13.6 
 Never 75 48.7 
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PDGEM Survey Section VI: Other Organizations’ Professional Development (N = 163) 
Please indicate the types of PD that you currently utilize through 
organizations other than the Association.  n % 
46. GEM-related and/or student affairs organizations in which you are  
currently a member 
  
 AACRAO 27  17.0 
 NASPA 10  6.1 
 ACPA 5  3.1 
 Other 44 27.0 
 None 74 45.4 
   
47. To what extent are you involved in other non-Association organizations   
 Membership only 67  41.1 
 Committee 17  10.4 
 Board 9  5.5 
 Volunteer 13  8.0 
 Other 69 42.3 
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PDGEM Survey Section VI-A: Non-Association On-Site Events and Involvements in 
One or More Other Organizations 
Please indicate the types of on-site PD that you currently utilize through 
organizations other than the Association.  n % 
48. National conference attendance in last five years (n = 152)   
 Once 22 14.5 
 Twice 17 11.2 
 Three times 18 11.8 
 Four times 5  3.3 
 Five or more times 7  4.6 
 Have not attended  83 54.6 
 
49. Chapter conference attendance (n = 150)   
 Once 26 17.3 
 Twice 16 10.7 
 Three times 19 12.7 
 Four times 5  3.0 
 Five or more times 4  2.7  
 Have not attended  80 53.3 
    
50. Reading publications available through other organizations   
 Newsletters 103 35.9 
 Journals 65 22.6 
 Magazines 43 15.0 
 Books 26  9.1 
 Other  46 16.0 
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PDGEM Survey Section VI-B: Non-Association Online GEM-Related Activities 
(N = 150) 
Please indicate the types of online PD that you currently utilize through 
organizations other than the Association. n % 
51. Webinar attendance in last five years    
 Once 12  8.0 
 Twice 30 20.0 
 Three times 19 12.7 
 Four times 8  5.3 
 Five or more times 44 29.3 
 Have not attended  37 25.0 
 
52. Website visitation    
 Daily 2  1.3  
 Weekly 15 12.7 
 Biweekly 9  6.0 
 Monthly 39 26.0 
 Six-11 times per year 13  8.7 
 One-five times per year 49 33.0 
 Never 23 15.3 
   
53. Other organizations’ social media for PD purposes    
 Daily 2  1.3 
 Weekly 11  7.3 
 Biweekly 8  5.3 
 Monthly 25 16.7 
 Six-11 times per year 7  4.7 
 One-five times per year 26 17.3 
 Never 71 47.4 
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PDGEM Survey Section VII: Professional Development Overall (N = 163) 
Item and responses n % 
54. Indicate your participation in GEM-related PD activities offered by your 
institution within the last three years 
  
 Institutional workshop 53 18.5  
 Institutional webinar 31 10.8 
 Institutional guest speakers 36  12.5  
 Institutional consultants 20  7.0 
 Mentorship program 4  1.4 
 Publications 17  5.9 
 Other 9  3.1 
 None 62 21.6 
   
55. Does your supervisor recommend PD?    
 Yes 107 72.8  
 No 40 27.2 
   
56. What is the most significant reason you would participate in Association  
 PD?  
  
 Individual growth 38 25.8 
 Relevance to your work 90 61.2 
 Networking 10  6.8  
 Location of event 4  2.7 
 Time of year event is held 4  2.7 
 Required by supervisor 1  0.06 
 Other 0  0.0 
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PDGEM Survey Section VII: Professional Development Overall (N = 147) 
Item and responses n % 
57. What is the most significant reason you would not participate in 
Association PD?  
  
 Lack of time 20 13.6  
 Lack of funds 62  42.2 
 Lack of relevance to everyday work 27  18.4 
 Lack of interest  4  2.7 
 Inconvenient location of event 4  2.7 
 Inconvenient time of year event is held 26 17.7 
 Other 4  2.7 
   
58. Is on-site or online PD offered by the Association more valuable to your  
 work?  
  
 On-site 56 38.1 
 Online 15 10.2 
 Both are equally important 76 51.7 
   
59. How satisfied are you with the PD opportunities offered by the  
 Association?  
  
 Extremely satisfied 15 10.2 
 Very satisfied 64 43.5 
 Somewhat satisfied 60 40.9 
 Minimally satisfied 8  5.4 
 Not satisfied  0  0.0 
   
60. How relevant are the PD opportunities offered by the Association and its  
 chapters to your everyday work? 
  
 Extremely relevant 16 10.8 
 Very relevant 58 39.5 
 Somewhat relevant 56 38.1 
 Minimally relevant 6  4.1 
 Not relevant  11  7.5 
    
61. How relevant are the PD opportunities offered by non-Association  
 organizations to your everyday work? 
  
 Extremely relevant 8  5.4 
 Very relevant 45 30.6 
 Somewhat relevant 58 39.5 
 Minimally relevant 9  6.1 
 Not relevant  27 18.4 
 
